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FRIDAY, MARCH 2, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Supncommitree No. 2 (on CLAIMS) OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, D.C. 

Subcommittee No. 2 (on Claims) of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, met in the committee room at 10 a. m., 
Hon. Edgar A. Jonas (subcommittee chairman) presiding. 

Also present: Hon. Thaddeus M. Machrowicz. 

Appearances: Bruce Parkhill, Esq., for claimants; Dr. T. C. Byerly, 
animal husbandman, in charge, Animal Husbandry Division, Bureau 
of Animal Industry, Agriculture Research Administration, United 
States Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jonas. The meeting will come to order. This is a special 
subcommittee meeting of the members of the subcommittee on claims 
of the Committee on the Judiciary to consider the following bills: 

H. R. 846, introduced by Mr. Reed, of Illinois, for the relief of 
Henry J. Krueger; 

H. R. 1568, introduced by Mrs. Church, of Illinois, for the relief 
of George Postma; 

H. R. 2591, introduced by Mr. Greenwood, of New York, for the 
relief of the Kirsch Fur Farm, Inc. ; 

H. R. 2592, also introduced by Mr. Greenwood, for the relief of 
Frederick Kjaer; 

H. R. 2776, introduced by Mr. Flood, for the relief of August 
Genetti; and 

H. R. 2777, also introduced by Mr. Flood, for the relief of Frank 
Lobitz. 

Without objection, copies of the respective bills will be inserted 
in the record at this point. 

(H. R. 846, H. R. 1568, H. R. 2591, H. R. 2592, H. R. 2776, and 
H. R. 2777 are as follows:) 

LH. R. 846, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL For the relief of Henry J. Krueger 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $55,591 to Henry 3°. Kruger, of Elgin, Ilinois, 
in full settlement of all claims against the United States for damages sustained 
to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste upon the approval and recom- 
mendation of the United States Department of Agriculture from November 1949 
through February 1950: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid or delivered to or re- 
ceived by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 
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with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this Act shall be 
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any 
sum not exceeding $1,000. 





[H. R. 1568, 82d Cong., 1st sess. ] 
A BILL For the relief of George Postma 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of 862,974 to George Postma, of Elgin, 
Illinois, in full settlement of all claims against the United States for damages 
sustained to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste upon the approval 
and recommendation of the United States Department of Agriculture from 
November 1949 through February 1950: Provided, That no part of the amount 
appropriated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid or de- 
livered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered 
in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this Act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be 
fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


[H. R. 2591, 82d Cong., 1st sess.] 
A BILL For the relief of Kirsch Fur Farm, Incorporated 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he 
is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury not 
otherwise appropriated, the sum of $18,960 to Kirsch Fur Farm, Incorporated, 
of Kast Meadow, Hempstead, New York, in full settlement of all claims of the 
Kirsch Fur Farm, Incorporated, against the United States for damages sustained 
to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste upon the approval and recom 


mendation of the United States Department of Agriculture from Noveinber 1948 


through Febrnary 1949: Provided, That no part of the amount appropriated in 
this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof shall be paid or delivered to or 
received by any agent or attorney on account of services rendered in connection 


with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any contract to the contrary 
notwithstanding. Any person violating the provisions of this Act shall be deemed 
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum 
nol « xeeedil rh »s] ww 


{H. R. 2592, 82d Cong., Ist sess 
A BILL For the relief of Frederick Kj 


Be it enacted bu the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $9,088 to Frederick Kjaer, of Smithtown, 
New York. in full settlement of all claims of Frederick Kjaer against the United 
States for damages sustained to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste 
upon the approval and recommendation of the United States Department of 
Agriculture from November 1948 through February 1949: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shali be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the pro- 
visions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 
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{H. k. 2776, 82d Cong., 1st sese.] 
A BILL For the relief of August Genetti 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $86,536 to August Genetti, of Sugar Louf, 
Pennsylvania, in full settlement of all claims of August Genetti against the 
United States for damages sustained to mink as a result of using certain poultry 
waste upon the approval and recommendation of the United States Department 
of Agriculture from November 1949 through February 1950: Provided, That 
no part of the amount appropriated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 
any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the pro 
Visions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon convic 
tion thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


[H. R. 2777, 82d Conz., 1st ses 


A BILL For the relief of Frank Lobitz 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Re presentatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and 
he is hereby, authorized and directed to pay, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, the sum of $55,036.50 to Frank Lobitz, of Sugarloaf, 
Pennsylvania, in full settlement of all claims of Frank Lobitz against the United 
States for damages sustained to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste 
upon the approval and recommendation of the United States Department of 
Agriculture from November 1949 through February 1950: Provided, That no 
part of the amount appropriated in this Act in excess of 10 per centum. thereof 
shall be paid or delivered to or received by any agent or attorney on account of 
services rendered in connection with this claim, and the same shall be unlawful, 


any contract to the contrary notwithstanding. Any person violating the pro 
visions of this Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction 
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceeding $1,000. 


Mr. JON AS. It is understood by everybody that the proceedings 
here do not have the formality of a judicial hearing: this is a very 
informal proceeding. Everyone present here can relate their story 
in narrative form. Any person in the room is permitted to make 
known anything to add to the situation that we have here. 

The lawyers may ask questions of the witnesses, but let us start 
off by trying to get all the facts. We want everyone to present any 
data they may have, and we don’t want you to feel that you are 
being | eld down by judicial proceedings. I um sure we can get the 
facts involved in this particular issue. 

For the purpose of developing the issues, we will specifically con- 
sider H. R. 846, a bill for the relief of Henry PN Krueger, of Elgin, 
Ill. He is asking the sum of $55.591 in full settlement of all claims 
against the United States for damages sustained to mink as a result 
of using certain poultry waste upon the approval and recommenda- 
tion of the United States Department of Agriculture from November 
1949 through February 1950. 

In other words, the hearing will be on H. R. 846. which is the bill 
introduced by our colleague, Mr. Reed of Illinois, but these other bills 
are pending, and they are in substantially the same language, and 
the only difference is that they are in varying amounts. 

It is understood that while we are taking testimony on Mr. 
Krueger's bill, H. R. 846, the testimony adduced in that hearing may 
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be taken as a determining factor in disposing of all these other bills, 
without going into all the details again. 

Dr. Byeruy. That is all right with me, sir. We don’t want to go 
through it more than once. 

Mr. Jonas. Then we will assume that the factual testimony ad- 
duced on H. R. 846 will be the determining factor as it applies to all 
the other claims. 

Dr. Byrriy. There is only one question, Mr. Jonas: Two of these 
bills refer to 1948-49, and the remainder refer to 1949-50. So the 
issue involved is practically the same in the details, the only difference 
being as to the period of time. 

Mr. Parxuu.. I think, Mr. Chairman, that will be cleared up by 
our affidavits. 

Mr. Jonas. We will let you, Mr. Parkhill, make your presentation 
first. Suppose you give us the complete story. 

Mr. Parkuiwy. If there is anything that Dr. Byerly wants that 
I don’t have, may I have the privilege of supplying it later? I will 
be very happy to supply the information later. 

Mr. Jonas. That will be all right. 

Now, having had the bill introduced, it is for you to show a bona 
fide case. 

Since Congressman Reed, the author of the Krueger bill, is present, 
perhaps he would like to make a statement at this time. Go right 
ahead, Congressman. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHAUNCEY W. REED, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Mr. Reep. Mr. Chairman, I only will say a few words about it. Of 
course, I am the one who introduced the bill on behalf of Henry J. 
Krueger, who is a resident of Elgin, Ill., and a resident in the con- 
gressional district that I represent. 

The chairman, of course, recognizes the fact that the introduction 
of this bill seems to be the only medium by which relief can be accorded 
to this constituent. 

The fact is that the claim is against the sovereign, and that means, 
of course, that it must be done through the Congress, because there 
appears to be no court which he could go to, nor is there a branch or 
administrative agency of the Government to which he would have a 
right to go under existing law and seek compensation, and, so, this is 
his only recourse: to seek compensation here. 

So, recognizing the fact that this committee, in considering the mat- 
ters pointed out in this bill, and the evidence to be adduced during 
the hearing, will look at the matter, as the chairman has already stated, 
in a broad sense, and will consider matters of law and equity. 

I am happy at this time to present Mr. Parkhill, who is the attorney 
representing Mr. Krueger, and he will make the argument as te the 
facts and the law and the equity and justice as he sees fit. 

Mr. Jonas. Just one question, if you don’t mind: The issues in- 
volved in this hearing do not come within the scope of the Tort Claims 
Act, do they ¢ 

Mr. Reep. I understand it does not. 

Mr. Jonas. How did you get around the fact that this claim was 
not filed in the United States Court of Claims? 








MINK CLAIMS do 


Mr. ParkutLi. You are addressing me? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes; I am just asking that question now. 

Mr. Parxum. I have a brief on that ‘anihock. which I would like to 
submit to you, rather than to take the time to argue it orally. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, you have covered it in your brief, and 
you are prepared to meet the issue as we go along? 

Mr. Parkut. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. All right; you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF BRUCE PARKHILL, ESQ., CHICAGO, ILL. 


Mr. Parkuti. My name is Bruce Parkhill, and I live in Evanston; 
[ am a lawyer and I practice with offices in Chicago. I practice before 
the Supreme Court of Illinois and the Federal courts of Illinois. 

I would like to say, at the outset, that I am here purely in the ca- 
pacity of personal attorney for Mr. Krueger. I represent no organiza- 
tion of any kind. Iam nota lobbyist. I have no interest at all except 
to develop the facts in this case. 

At the outset, I would like to say that I intend to present our case 
by means of affidavits and other exhibits, which I should like, how- 
ever, to submit to you, and, perhaps, even read. 

Perhaps there is no better time, Judge, to present the brief to which 
[ have just referred, and, if I may, I will pass it up to you, if you 
want to glance at it. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you want to have it marked for the record ? 

Mr. Parkutiy. This is the brief we are submitting on this case 
{handing document to chairman ]}. 

Mr. Jonas. It will be received in evidence and marked “exhibit 
No. 1.” 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 1,” 
received in evidence, and filed in the record.) 

Mr. Parkin. This brief was prepared by Mr. Oliver M. Loomis, 
my associate. I am sorry he was taken ill just before I left, and ap- 
parently he will not be able to be here this morning. 

Mr. Jonas. This particular bill, Mr. Parkhill, that we have before 
us, H. R. 846, involves the sum of $55,591; is that the correct amount ? 

Mr. Parxuiity. Mr. Chairman, I am going to have to amend that 
and cut it down about $500. I have the precise figure now. There 
had to be an estimate made, anticipating what the market would be. 

Mr. Jonas. For the benefit of Mr. Byerly, of the Agriculture De- 
partment, could you give us an estimate of the total amount involved 
in all these claims? 

Mr. Ler. I can give it to you in brief form: Six bills have been in- 


troduced, totaling a little more than $268,000. They are as follows: 


H. R. 846—Henry J. Krueger___- iDcechhlitetictesicinad decease eeaticbbbiictiy casey a ae 
H. R. 156S8S—-George Postma______-_- : arts Seer lt 
H. R. 2591—Kirsch Fur Farm, Ine . ; ee ee __._.. 18, 960. 00 
H. R. 2592—Frederick Kjaer___- aa cn’ eiiaatalah miei 9, 08S. OO 
H. R. 2776—-August Genetti________-__ : be 86, 536. 00 
H. R. 2777—F rank Lobitz_________ Pome th) Eee ee re _... 3, 086. 30 


Mr. Jonas. In other words, the Krueger bill, which is the one we are 
considering, represents a little more than one-fifth of the total amount 
of the claims filed thus far? 

Mr. Ler. Yes, sir. 





MINK CLAIMS 





Mr. Parkuiti. Now, at the outset, I would like to offer in evidence 
certain statements in extracts from various Government reports, and 
explain, briefly, as I go along, their pertinence. 

The first is the report of the agricultural experiment station for 
1943. On the bottom of the first page there is a footnote, which reads: 

Submitted in accordance with the requirement that the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture shall report to Congress on the work and expenditures of the State agri- 
cultural experiment stations established under the Hatch Act of 1887 and 
supplementary legislation. 

That act of 1887 is the one under which the Federal Government 
subsidized State agricultural experiment stations in part, and it re- 
quired that the Secretary of Agriculture report annually to the Con- 
gress the disposition of the funds and what the stations had done. 

In this particular report, at page 56 it says, in part, as follows: 

In trials at the California station, implantation of 20 three-week-old single 
comb white Leghorn cockerels with stilbestro] pellets produced an increase of 
43 grams at 8 weeks of age over that of 21 untreated controls. Changes in body 
composition were also induced. This finding, too, appears to have a practical 
application. 

This is, in other words, one of the reports on the experimental work 
done under the auspices of the Department in developing this method 
of fattening chickens and poultry with this sex hormone. 

Mr. Jonas. I was just going to ask you about the marking of these 
exhibits. Would it not be well to have them numbered? The brief 
that you just submitted will be marked exhibit 1, and from now on 
the reporter can mark the exhibits as they are presented. 

This report on the experimental work in 1943 will be marked No. 2. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 2,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxui.. As exhibit No. 3, I should like to introduce a part 
of a similar report for the year 1946, filed under the requirements of 
the same act of 1857. At page 28 it is stated: 

Consumption of diethylstilbestrol at 0.70 to 1.55 milligrams per pound of feed 
improved the market grade and the rate of gain of many experimental lots of 
young cockerels of different ages in the Michigan station experiments. <A defi 
nite antigonad effect was also observed. There appeared to be no advantage in 
continuing the feeding period beyond 6 weeks. The age of the birds when feeding 
was started had no noticeable effect on the influence of stilbestrol. 

Mr. Jonas. It may be received in evidence. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 3, 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parkuiin. Exhibit No. 4 1s experiment station record, volume 
91, July-December 1944, issued and published by the Department of 
Agriculture, which, at page 673, reports on the oral administration of 
estrogens in poultry, and again refers to the use of diethylstilbestrol. 

Mr. Jonas. In the contents of the document, does it go into details 
about the effect of diethylstilbestrol 

Mr. Parkxutitey. In a brief way. 

Mr. Jonas. Would that add anything to this particular question 
here ? 

Mr. Parkuitsi. In away. In the article, it says, in part: 


oh 


In experiments on the effects of orally administered estrogens, the dimethyl- 
ether of diethylstilbestrol was the most potent and should be the most suitable 
for fattening. Treatment for 16 days with 20 milligrams increased the weight 
from 26 to 112 grams. 
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I am bringing this down to date, showing what has been published 
by the Department of Agriculture in developing this method of fat- 
tening poultry. That is the purpose of these exhibits. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 4,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 

Mr. Parkumw. As exhibit No. 5, I submit for the record Experi 
ment Station Record, volume 92, January—June 1945, where similar 
work is reported at page 836, where they state: 


THe FATTENING ACTION OF ORALLY ADMINISTERED SYNTHETIC ESTROGENS AS 
COMPARED WitH DIETHYLSTILBESTROL PELLET IMPLANTS 
EF. W. Lorenz, University of California 
(Poultry Science 24, 1945, No. 1, pp. 91-92) 

The most pronounced fattening action of diethylstilbestrol was produced by 
implantation of one 20-25 milligram pellet of this compound in the neck region of 
6-week-old single-comb white Leghorn cockerels. These cockerels produced an 
average of 26.6 grams of abdominal fat, yet this material given orally produced 
no additional fat, as compared with control birds which received no treatment 
A moderate degree of fattening, 14.5 and 14.5 grams, occurred with the oral 
addition of 110 and 66 milligrams of diethylstilbestrol administered oraily. Sim 
ilar effects were obtained with 110 and 66 milligrams of hexesterol dimethyl- 
ether given orally. The oral administration of the various synthetic estrogens 
is deemed decidedly inferior to subcutaneous implantation by Jaap and Thayer 
(Experiment Station Record, 91, p. 673). 

Mr. Jonas. What period is involved in that report ? 

Mr. Parkuim. January to June 1945. 

Dr. Byreriy. It is a report of the work done in that period. 

Mr. Jonas. What you have introduced thus far have been earlier? 

Dr. Byerty. One is earlier and one is actually later. 

Mr. Parxniw. The use of this drug was not authorized or passed 
upon until 1947, so all of this work I am referring to was previous to 
that time. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 5, 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 

Mr. Parkuitn. My next exhibit, No. 6, will be a report from Ex- 
periment Station Records, volume 94, January—June 1946, and at page 
367 it reports on the effect of feeding diethylstilbestrol to cockerels, 
and then, on page 368, it has a report on fattening chickens by feed 
ing estrogens. The articles are as follows: 


” 


Tue Errecr or Freping DIrtTHyYLSTILBESTROL TO COoOCKERELS 


J. F. Sykes, J. A. Davidson, and F. M. Barrett, Michigan Experiment Station, 
(Poultry Science, 24, 1945, No. 6, pp. 542-545) 


In further study of the effect of diethylstilbestrol on fattening cockerels, as 
was made by Lorenz (E. 8S. R. 89, p. 245), three groups of birds were selected. 
One group consisted of 60 Rhode Island Red cockerels, 12 weeks of age. A sec 
ond group, of 27 Barred Plymouth Rock cockerels, 12 weeks of age. and a third 
group of 27 Barred Plymouth Rocks 5 weeks of age. 

The Rhode Island Reds were divided into five groups at 12 weeks, two of 
which were killed at 24 weeks of age, and three at 16 weeks of age. Two of 
these received stilbestrol with bile salts, whereas another received stilbestrol 
onl The 27 Barred Plymouth Rock chicks of the two ages were divided into 
three groups, With one group of controls, one receiving stilbestrol only, and a 
group in each case receiving stilbestrol and bile salts. Consumption of diethy] 
stilbestrol from 0.70 to 1.55 milligrams per pound of feed improved the market 
grade and the rate of gain of many of the experimental lots. A definite anti 
gonad effect was also observed. There appeared to be no advantage itn con 
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tinuing the feeding period beyond 6 weeks. The age of the birds when feeding 
was started had no noticeable effect on the influence of stilbestrol. Addition 
of bile salts had no effect on its utilization. 





FATTENING CHICKENS BY FEEDING ESTROGENS 


R. H. Thayer, R. H. Jaap, and R. Tenquite, Oklahoma Experiment Station 
(Poultry Science 24, 1945, No. 6, pp. 483-495) 


Inclusion of estrogens (diethylstilbestrol and its dianisylhexane) in the fat- 
tening rations was studied with 1,141 growing chickens of both sexes and 60 
mature * * *, The addition of the estrogens to the feed caused fat to be 
rapidly deposited in the body. There was superiority in the skin texture and 
distribution of the fat ordinarily observed in birds of similar age and sex. The 
estrogens were more potent in oil solutions mixed with the feed than when 
fed in tablet form. The more favorable fattening with the estrogens was accom- 
panied by a slight increase in feed consumption. Estrogen feeding suppressed 
maleness, and most of the body changes associated with egg production * * 
were produced in both sexes as result of this feeding. The dimethylether of 
diethylstilbestrol (3.4-dianisylhexane-3), proved more efficient for fattening 
than the original estrogen product. The levels of the estrogens used for fatten- 
ing were 0, 20, 40, 60, 80, and 100 milligrams of dianisylhexane per pound of 
feed. The optimum level of estrogens for a 3- to 4-week fattening period was 
about 40-50 milligrams per pound of feed. There was much improvement in 
fatness when the fattening period was reduced to 2 weeks. Growth rate was 
unaffected by estrogen feeding. Excessive doses of dianisylhexane produced 
physical disability due to lipemia and in a few instances death. Fragile leg and 
wing bones were noted in some chicks fattened with this material. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 6,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. ParKHiLi. There is one more on this point, Mr. Chairman, that 
I submit as exhibit No. 7; it is a copy of a printed publication entitled 
“Experiment Station Record, Volume 95, July-December 1946.” In 
this record, similar experiments are reported at pages 46, 47, 190, 234, 
499, and 709. All of those experiments were reported by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in that one volume. 

The excerpts are as follows: 


Rapip Assays To DETERMINE THE FATTENING POTENCY OF ORALLY ADMINISTERED 
ESTROGENS IN BIRDS 


R. G. Jaap 


* * * In the chick ovaduct test * * * baby chicks were fed estroge- 
nized feed for 16 days after hatching and were killed on the 17th day, after 
which the ovaducts were weighed and found to correlate closely with actual 
fattening trials. The feather cover test was made with a mature brown Leg- 
horn cockerel or capon. The black breast feathers were plucked and the 
estrogen administered dvring growth of the new feathers. The growing part 
of these feathers became salmon colored. The width of the salmon bar demon- 
strated the length of time the body had been under the influence of the estrogen. 
The weight was determined on young chicks after feeding estrogen, and the 
androgen stimulation on comb size was suppressed in carrying out the comb test. 





Capons PRODUCED BY THE USE OF SYNTHETIC ESTROGEN (STILBESTROL) 


D. J. G. Black and R. G. Booth 


* * * Changes simulating caponizing were produced in 17-week old cock- 
erels by feeding 1 to 1.5 milligrams of stilbestrol per day. The utilization of 
feed was improved by estrogen feeding to birds. However, optimal results 
were not obtained. ‘el 
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ACTIVITY OF SYNTHETIC EstroGENS ON ORAL ADMINISTRATION IN DoMEsTIC Fowr 
AND TURKEY 


R. G. Jaap 


* * * Seventeen synthetic estrogens have been tested for oral adminis- 
tration in domestic fowl and turkey. All but two of these may be considered 
as derivatives of stilbene. * * * As levels of 20 or more milligrams per 
pound of feed, the dimethylether of diethylstilbestrol was the most potent 
estrogen for oral administration in both species. * * * 





EFFECTS OF THIOURACIAL, DESICCATED THYROIDS AND STILBESTROL DERIVATIVES ON 
VARIOUS GLANDS, Bopy WEIGHT, AND DRESSING APPEARANCE IN THE CHICKEN 


E. W. Glazener and M. A. Jull 


* * * Jn feeding trials with a total of 280 chicks, including pure bred and 
cross bred barred Plymouth Rocks, New Hampshires * * * 

On the basis of dressing and fleshing appearance, the lot of birds fed diethyl- 
stilbestrol for a 3-week period at a level of approximately 30 milligrams per day 
gave the best dressing appearance of any in the lot. Early limited feeding 
followed by full feeding for the last 3 weeks seemed to improve the dressing 
appearance of the carcasses. Dimethylether of diethylstilbestrol fed for a 
2-week period at the level of 50 milligrams per pound of feed did not appear 
to improve finish, affect appetite, or improve the weight of the birds over the 
controls under the conditions. * * * 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 7,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 

Mr. Parkuiiit. Now, I should like, if I may, to refer briefly to cer 
tain articles in the scientific literature, having to do with the 
of this drug and its effect in general. 

I have, in the written brief that was previously filed with the con 
mittee, for instance, referred to eg instance reported by the Ameri 
Medical Association Journal, in which a Sex criminal who had ab 
normally large genitals was tee ated with this drug, with the cons 
quence that his genitals shrunk to about bas thirds of their previous 
size, and his | bre: asts developed. 

I also refer to a case in England—— 

Mr. Jonas. For the record, when you refer to such illustrations, is 
there any way that we can connect it up by date and time? 

Mr. Parxutm.. I am referring to an article by Charles William 
Dunn, entitled “Stilbestrol-Induced Gynecomastia in the Male,” pub- 
lished in the Journal of the American Medical Association, Chicago. 
in 1940, volume 115, at page 2263. 

Then, there is a case reported in England of a girl 5 years of age 
who had been hairless since having had the chickenpox at the age 
of 1. In an attempt to get her hair to grow, they took this drug in 
ointment form and rubbed it into the scalp. Not only did her hair 
grow, but her eyebrows and eyelashes grew. So did her breasts. And 
she started vaginal bleeding 10 weeks after she started using the 
ointment, and that bleeding continued for 4 weeks. That case was 
reported by C. H. Whittle and A. Lyell in an article entitled “Pre- 
cocity in a Girl Aged Five Due to Stilbestrol Inunction.” reported 
in the proceedings of the Roy al Soc lety of Medicine. London. 1948. 
Clana t1, at page 760. 

Most pertinent, I think, although we are interested in mink, this 
is a case reported by M. Patricia Fitzsimmons in an article entitled 
“(;vnaecomastia in Stilbestrol Workers.” re ported in the British 
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Journal of Industrial Medicine, volume 1, at page 255, London, 1944. 

In that case there were 38 men working | in the manufacture of this 
drug, and in the course of that work they had absorbed very small 
quantities of it either through breathing it in through the air, or 


through the skin. Of the 38 men, 20 of them had wi ed enlarged 
and sensitized breasts from exposure to these smal] amounts of the 


drug. 

The reason t! at this instance is of part ular interest Is that out of 
the 20 men so affected, only 2 recovered. In other words, there were 
residual] evidences of the e fect of thi S drug that were permanent. 


While we are speak! ng of the e fect upon | iimMan beings, I believe 
it is rather generally recognized that small quantities of this drug 
can cause a cystic Ovary in a woman, sterilizing her. In the case of 
a man on the border line, periodically taking smal! quantities of this 
drug may mean the difference bet ween his « pacity to breed and his 
lack of capacity to breed, and, finally, a small quantity. tak from 


time to time by children in the growing stage. it will inhibit thei 
skeletal growth. On this latter point, I would want to refer you 
to an article by two doctors from Yale Univers ty Medical School, 
Dr. W. M. Gardner and Carroll S. Pfeiffer, who recorded their find- 
ings in an article entitled “Influence of Estrogens and Androgens 
on the Skeletal System,” appearing in the Ph ysiological hin ai 
April 1945, volume 23, No. ~, page 15, | ublished at Baltimore, Mad. 

Mr. Jonas. Is that incorporating the illustration you gave from 
the article ? 

Mr. Parkuin.. It does, Congressman. 

Mr. Jonas. Have you any supporting evidence to substantiate the 
statements you have made in regard to these other cases 

Mr. Parxui.. I do not have it with me. No: I think that that 
would have to be developed by other testimo) V, later. 

I might say my source of information was Dr. Enders, and also 
a lian | talked to in Foods and Drugs. ind ] have ilso | | two 
doctors tell me abou it. 

Now. there has been some work done. The first. I beheve, was 
by some gentlemen in Canada. More recently, a man by the name 
of R. S. Gowe. As I recall, he is up in New Jersey I am not sure 
of that. I understand he did a hi | tl} [ the 
that there were residual estrogens 1n the tissues of fowl treated with 
diethylstilbestrol. In the case of stilbestrol t] ey round both 


stances there was a storage of the drug n the flesh of the bir l. ] 
believe Gowe found it was to the extent of about 0.08 of a m lligra 


The minimal therapeutic dose used by doctors when they treat 
human beings with this drug is 0.1 milligram, which is only a litth 
more than the amount that is stored in a pound of flesh of the fowl. 

There is an article by John Ralph and Miriam F. Menkin entitled 


“a > 29 ‘ ‘ . 
Stilbestrol,” that appe: ared in the New Er gland Journal of Med 
~ » - — + . : 

cine, Boston, 1942, volume 227, at page 552, in which they say. at 

page DDD: 

For dysmenorrhea, a very common gynecologic disorder, estrogens, st estr 
among them, have very limited field, because, to relieve the pain. they must 
prevent <« Thus ght oa s q 
mec < nD yg sus illy 00 hi i price te iv 

The standar daily i s consicere to he l g ! y = 

: > 
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Then, Beverly C. Compton and Roland E. Bieren wrote an article 
entitled “Diethylstilbestrol,” which appeared in the Bulletin of the 
School of Medicine of the University of Maryland, volume 26, page 
130, published in Baltimore in 1941, wherein they state: 

Stilbestrol also affects the male generative organs and produces definite and 
often permanent damage to the testes. 

They also state that the consensus is the optimum dose is from one- 
half to 1 milligram per day. 

Then, Bernard Seligman published an article, Hepatitis Following 
Use of Diethylstilbestrol, in the Urologic and Cutaneous Review, 
volume 48, page 319, printed at West Palm Beach, Fla., in 1944: he 
states, at page 520: 

Some authors feel that estrogens may aggravate breast cancers. Others also 
advise against the use of estrogens in females who have the possibility of breast 
cancer present in their history. 

Henry M. Lee, E. B. Robbins, and K. K. Chen prepared an article 
on The Potency of Stilbestrol in the Immature Female Rat, which 
was published in Endrocrinology, volume 30, page 469, printed at 
Menasha, Wis., in 1942. They found that this drug, stilbestrol, is 
12 times as active as the natural hormone, estrone, when the drug is 
given orally; when it is given subcutaneously, as, of course, it is 
done in the case of chickens, it is 392 times as active as the natural 
hormone. 

Now, I have spoken of the residuum of the drug in the flesh of the 
fowl, but, of course, in this case here, we are dealing not only with that 
but with something even far more serious. 

The practice, as we will show a little later, is to inject the 15 milli- 
gram pellet up at the base of the head. At least, that is what they 
are supposed todo. And it was, of course, the chicken heads that were 
fed to the mink on Mr. Krueger’s farm. 

Mr. Jonas. When you say it is injected in the head of the chicken, 
whereabouts. 

Mr. Parkxuiiu. In the neck, at the base of the head. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it done hypodermically ¢ 

Mr. Parkuitzn. Yes. I will introduce, a little later, a brochure 
which shows how it is done. I could do it at this time. but I have 
everything sorted out. I will do it later, if you don’t mind. 

As I say, this is a 15-milligram pellet that is stuck into the neck 
there. 

Mr. KF, W. Lorenz is one of the men who cid some of the experi- 
mentation on this fattening of poultry with the drug. In reporting on 
ome ol his xperime nts, in Poultry sciel ce, published at State Col 
lege, Pa., in 1943, in volume 22, at page 190, Mr. Lorenz says, in writ 
ing an article on Fattening Cockere]l by Stilbestrol Administration, 
he reported there that during the fattening period about one-half of 
the pellet remains as a residue at the seat of the inject ion, so that when 
the poultry is killed there is still a substantial dosage of this drug 
present in the form of the remainder of the pellet, right there at the 
seat, and, of course, any mink eating the chicken head with that 
pellet In it is going to get a very substantial dosage, when they con 
sider one-tenth of a milligram is a therapeutic dose and 1 milligram 
is a large dose for a human being. so you can imagine what it would 
be for a mink. , 
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Now, I would like, at this time. if I may, to introduce into evidence 
a report of the Department of Agriculture on the bill—I believe it 
was H. R. 9407—introduced at the last session. I have a copy that was 
sent me by the Congressman. I suppose there is a copy of that in 
the file of the committee. This is a copy of the report of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jonas. We will make it part of the record. 

Mr. Parxuityi. I would like, however, to read just two very short 
statements from it, in connection with what we are talking about, and 
I am quoting: 


When administered to male chickens the drug suppresses masculine traits and 
increases fatness and carcass desirability. A pellet containing not more than 


15 milligrams of diethylstilbestro! is administered by subcutaneous implantatior 
in the nuchal region of the chicken. The pellet residue, which is removed with 
the head, may contain 1 to 5 milligrams of the drug. 

a ” * = > ” _ 


During 1949 field observations made by employees of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry of several scattered cases of breeding failure in mink led them to 
suspect that caponette heads were present in poultry offal fed and that the 
cause of breeding failure might be residual diethylstilbestrol, because experi- 
ments which the Bureau had been conducting with diethylstilbestrol to induce 
mating of reluctant breeding minks showed that 3 milligrams of the drug inter- 
fered with the production of mink kits. Field examinations of poultry offal 
were made which disclosed several cases in which some caponette heads had 
been fed. Microscopic sections of ovaries of mink fed 


considerable disturbance of normal conditions. 


su material showed 
As a matter of fact, the experiments to which the report refers were 
reported by Dr. Robert K. Enders in the Anatomical Record, 1948, 
volume 100, at page 738. 
There is also some reference to that in my next exhibit: “The report 
of the Administrator of Agricultural Research, 1947—well, at page 
98, the experimentation is described. The article is as follows: 


PHYSIOLOGY OF REPRODUCTION IN FcR ANIM 


Results of cooperative studies on the physiology of reproduction in fur animals 
at Swarthmore College, Swarthmore, Pa., indicate that breeding mink, 7 
8 days after their first mating, stimulate their second ovulation, and additior 


eggs are fertilized, resulting in larger litters. 

Stilbestrol was used on both foxes and mink. Injections were made on 
vixens showing silent heat. The response of the vulva was intense and im 
mediate, but no vigorous males were present to test the females for mating 
behavior. An ovariectomized mink was injected with stilbestro] during 
breeding season. This induced “chuckling,” greater hypertrophy of the vi 
and a marked breeding behavior. Females would permit mating attempts 
as long as an hour. Norma! females that had refused to mate, mated readily 
when injected with stilbestrol, but produced no young. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 8.” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxuiiyi. The next exhibit that I should like to introduce I 
am introducing for the purpose of the privilege of quoting the gentle- 
man sitting on my left, Dr. Byerly, and that is an extract from an 
article by Dr. Byerly in the Yearbook of Agriculture, 1948-47, Sciences 
in Farming. That was published, of course, in 1947. The last para- 
graph of Dr. Byerly’s article reads as follows: 


Several chemicals have been found to act similarly to the female horm 
At the Oklahoma experiment station it was learned that certain of these 
icals added to the feed for a few days caused males, even old cocks. to ass ‘ 


es! We must postpone pra 


> f+ #i 


characteristics of the capon, such as plump, soft fi 
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tical application of these results until we have removed the remotest possibility 
that the flesh of such treated birds, when eaten by men, will have a feminizing 
effect on them. 

That will be No. 9. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 9,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

As a matter of fact, it was in the same year, 1947, that the Depart 
ment of Agriculture pa sed the practice. It was the Pure Food and 
Drug Administration, I think. In all fairness, I should say—I am 
only reporting what they told me, and they can perhaps speak better 
for themselves—but in fairness to themselves, they passed the pre 
cedure of the use of the drugs in this way with, I believe, great 
reluctance, but because they felt that their authority was limited unde 
the terms of the law and that they were without authority to prohibit 
it under the circumstances, but I think they have still considerabl 
misgiving, but we will let them speak on that, if they appear. 

Now, in the same year, 1947, the same question came up in Canada, 
and my next exhibit is an extract from the Canada Gazette, part LI, 
Wednesday, December 10, 1947, being an amendment to the Food 
and Drugs Act of Canada, which reads, in part, as follows: 

Whereas the Minister of National Health and Welfare reports that it has been 
found that the administration of oestrogenic preparations to poultry fé the 
purpose of fattening and tenderizing the flesh has produced results injurious 
to persons consuming poultry so treated; and 


That it is, therefore, considered desirable that a regulation be passed unde 
the authority of the Food and Drugs Act to prohibit the sale of the flesh or 
meat so treated and to prohibit the sale of oestrogenic compounds for a s 
tration to poultry intended for human consumption ; 

Therefore, His Excellency, the Governor General, in council, on the recom 


mendation of the Minister of National Health and Welfare, is pleased t mend 
the regulations under the Food and Drugs Act, established by or 
P. C. 9056, of 6th October 1942, and they are hereby further amended by adding 
te part D of section X, paragraphs la and 1b thereof, the following: 


ers il eouncil 


No person shall sell, offer for sale, or expose for sale, for consumption as food 
poultry to which has been administered any preparation having ‘strogeni 
activity. 

1. LB. No person shall sell, offer for sale, or expose for sale, for administration 
to poultry which may be consumed as food, any substance having strogenik 


activity. 

It issigned by A. D. P. Heeney, clerk of the Privy Council. 

That will be exhibit 10, 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 10,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Jonas. You are reading that as an excerpt from the Canada 
Gazette. 

Mr. Parxuni. Yes, this is an extract from the Canada Gazette, 
part II, Wednesday, December 10, 1947. 

Now, I have with me the complete Food and Drugs Act and regula- 
tions of Canada, in which the same regulations are found, under num- 
bers B-24.013 and B—-24.014. 

I also have the Canada Gazette setting forth the same regulations, 
published May 24, 1950, and I have a certificate of Robert M. Collin, 
legal adviser of the Department of National Health and Welfare, at 
Ottawa, Ontario, certifying that these regulations are still in force 
in Canada. I think that statement would not be challenged, and, if 
someone does not require it, I think it is fully covered by the extract 
that I put in the record. 


81917—51 ser. < 2 
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Mr. Jonas. Have you any objection ? 

Dr. Byreriy. No. 

Mr. Jonas. We can assume, then, that the documents to which you 
refer are authentic documents, for the purpose of the record. 

Dr. Byeruy. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Very well. 

Mr. Parxuiy. Now, as I said, this amendment was passed and 
became law in 1947. 

This is borne out, incidentally, by the Department of Agriculture 
in its report on H. R. 9407, whic h is alre ady in evidence 

In the Report on the Agricultural Experiment St: ition, 1948, the 
following year, the Agriculture Department had this to say in een 
to this same material or substance: 


The Missouri station has been a fertile source of information on many of these 
hormone-like materials Studies on the ovary have resulted in the production 
of estrogens and estrogen-like materials, and their practical and profitable use 
with various ‘classes of fattening livestock has been demonstrated in Missouri 
Indiana, Oklahoma, and other stations. A real problem is now presented, how 


ever, in that it still remains to be shown whether or not harmful effects may 
follow the consumption of meat from the animals so fed 

I offer this as exhibit 11 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 11,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxumt. I think that that clearly shows that the Department 
ot Agric ‘ulture. quite | un de rst: ind: il ly, Wi as concerned about the dangers 
even from eating the flesh of these treated fowls, and even a year after 
the procedure had been passed and pe rmitted. 

The Department certainly knew that in the chicken head there was 
a residuum of this drug. It was in the lite weture, and I assume it was 
in their reports, where they acknowledged t he fact that they had 
knowledge at that time. 

Nonetheless, in von”, the \ began advisil ng the mink ranchers to feed 
chicken waste and at no time told the rane lies ‘rs, who admittedly had 
no way of knowing ed this practice we have been discussing. “The y 
never told them at any time to watch out for doped poultry and that 
the chicken heads had a re luum of this drug, this hormor e. 

For instance, in the Report of the Administrator of Agricul Itural 
Research for 1948, there Is a report on the e xperimentation done | 
the Department on the use of chicken waste. The article reads vd 


} 
follows: 


LSE p WA N D 
Raw poultry waste, consisting primarily of the heads, feet, and entrails of 
chickens, fed to weaned mink kits as 35 percent of their diet from 49 days of 
ige to pelting, produced more rapid growth than an equal proportion of horse 
eat. A combination of 17.5 percent raw poultry waste and 17.5 percent horse 
meat ranged between the ingredients fed separate for promoting gcrowtl IB 


ate November there were only slight differences in the average weight of mink 
given the three diets Of 14 pelts, 4 from the group fed 35 percent poultry waste 


were graded as “pullers i. e., those in which the guard hair come out whet 
pulled. The remaining 10, however, were normal and comparabie in value to 
pelts from mink fed horse meat. Additional work will be required to determine 
whether any correlation exists between the feeding of poultry waste and the 
appearance of pelts with loose guard hail! Raw poultry waste proved to be 

lv as satisfactory as horse meat for the maintenance of adult mink during 


the summer and fall 
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(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No, 12,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Parkhill, is it your suggestion that in the minute 
detailed research you have been developing here there is nothing to 
be found on record in the form of a caution or any other method of 
warning the public with reference to the application of this drug? 

Mr. Parkuiix. I know of nothing issued by the Department of 
Agriculture previous to February 1950. 

Mr. Jonas. There ultimately was warning issued ‘ 

Mr. Parkuitn. Yes; but by that time it was too late. 

Mr. Jonas. However, there was ultimately a warning issued, 

Mr. Parkxuiy. I will develop it in the history. I am sorry I have 
to do it in this laborious way. 

Mr. Jonas. There was a warning issued, but when it came—— 

Mr. Parxutin (interposing). As a result of what happened to us. 

Mr. Jonas. That was subsequent to the period when you maintain 
the damage had been done to your animals ¢ 

Mr. Parkuis. That is correct. We will show that clearly. 

Now, | would also like to introduce extracts from the report of the 
Administrator of Agricultural Research for the years 1943 and 1944. 
I think the purpose of this will be clear when I state that in the 1948 
report the research administration points out that it was established 
for the purpose ot unifying the research programs of the Department 
of Agriculture and concentrate on the work more effectively. In that 
report they stated: 


The Agricultural Researeh Administration was created December 13, 1941, 
by Secretary Claude R. Wickard, in a reorganization of the Department of 
Agriculture. Eight research bureaus and agencies were combined under the 
direction of an Agricultural Research Administrator. This grouping under one 
administrative head of the greater part of the scientific work of the Department 
was for the purpose of unifying the research program and concentrating efforts 
more effectively. The agencies included in the Agricultural Research Adminis 
tration were the Bureau of Animal Industry, Dairy Industry, Plant Industry, 
Agricultural Chemistry and Engineering, Entomology and Plant Quarantine, 
Home Economics, the Office of Experiment Stations, and the Beltsville Research 
Center. By Executive Order 9069, issued February 23, 1942, the President con 
firmed the reorganization. 

rhe Secretary, on January 12, 1942, authorized and directed the Agricultural 
Research Administrator to obtain from all agencies of the Department, includ 
ng those not in the Research Administration, pertinent information concerning 
current and contemplated research activities, to advise the heads of departmental! 
agencies concerning research plans and programs, and to make reports and 
recommendations to the Secretary regarding the research activities, plans, and 
programs of the several agencies of the Department. 

The number of research projects carried on in the Research Administration's 
laboratories, pilot plants, test plots, greenhouses, and field stations all over the 
country is immense. The range of sciences includes chemistry, physics, bac- 
teriology, plant and animal physiology and pathology, genetics, nutrition, ento 
mology, agronomy, engineering, and other disciplines and subdivisions. rhe 
emphasis at present is on problems connected with the war, but many of the 
results achieved in the past have contributed to the rapid solution of wartime 
problems, and many of the projects begun for war objectives—sometimes at the 
request of military authorities—-will be of immense value to agriculture afte 
the war. Of great importance has been the reservoir of accumulated knowledge 
made available by the pooling of scientific resources in the Department \ great 
deal of the work is carried on in cooperation with State agricultural experiment 
stations and other research and educational institutions 
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The substance of that statement is that the Agricultural Research 
Administration was created for the purpose of correlating all the 
experimental work and all the scientific knowledge of the Department. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 13,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parkuutt. In the 1944 report, however, among other things, 
they have this to say: 

THE RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION 


The advances made in agricultural science in recent years are written in the 
production of our farms during this war. 

The remarkable fact is that total annual production in 1942 and 1943 has been 
almost half again as much as it was in 1917-18, on about the same amount of 
land, and with some 4,000,000 fewer people on our farms. 

Previous production records for various major crops and products have been 
broken again and again. se, 

The net result of these and many other developments has been that our Armed 
Forces can feed miilions of men and stockpile great quantities of food while, at 
the same time, we are making large shipments to our allies and keeping our 
civilian population not less well—perhaps even a little better—nourished than 
it was in the years immediately before the war. 

What makes these achievements possible? 

Will, work, weather, planning, and prices, each play an important part. But 
all of them together would not be enough. The final decisive factor is scien 
tific knowledge. 

Like American industrial workers, American farmers are technology-minded 





During this war they have been especially alert to learn and use scientific pras 
tices; and agricultural science has made much progress since the last war. Bet 
ter varieties of crops, better soil management, more and better fertilizers. better 
animals, improved methods of controlling diseases and insects, mechanizatiol 


these advances account for a considerable proportion of our increased production 
per man and per acre. 

In this respect, agriculture and industry are alike. If we want faster air- 
planes or more productive cows, we have to depend on research to find out how to 
get them. 

Industry has its own research laboratories. The farmer’s research agencies 
are, for the most part, the Department of Agriculture and the State experi- 
ment stations He depends on them to anticipate and solve his scientific 
problems and to keep him up to date on scientific developments relating to his 
work. The countless experiments these agencies have conducted over many years 
have equipped him with materials and knowledge without which he could not 
have met the staggering demands of this greatest of all wars 

* * * * + * . 


CLOSER COORDINATION OF RESEARCH ACTIIEVED 

In research for war it is vital to get results as quickly as possible, eliminate 
time-consuming delays and duplication, and make the available scientific pe 
sonnel and equipment stretch as far as possible, all of which means close coor- 
dination and cooperation ip a vast, complicated field of work. This close coor- 
dination and cooperation was assured when the Secretary of Agriculture in 
December 1941 brought seven of the Department’s scientific bureaus together into 
one agency, the Agricultural Research Administration. 

Thus, much of the research work of the Department and the accompanying 
measures for the control of diseases, parasites, and insects is now combined in a 
single organization, which also includes the administrative unit responsible for 
cooperative arrangements with the experiment stations in the States and Terri- 
tories. This research work covers almost the entire range of agricultural pro 
duction and the use of agricultural products in industry and in the home. The 
Plant Quarantine; Human Nutrition and Home Economics; Plant Industry, 
try: Agricultural and Industrial Chemistry; Dairy Industry; Entomology and 
Plant Quarantine; Human Nutrition and Home Economics: Plant Industry, 
Soils, and Agricultural Engineering: and the Office of Experiment Stations. The 
experiment station at Beltsville, Md., near Washington—-known as the Beltsville 





Research Center—is operated as a service unit by the Agricultural Research 


Administration for the use of its bureaus and of other agencies in the Department. 
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Mr. Jonas. What is the name of the Administrator of Agricultural 
Research ¢ 

Mr. Parxuity. Now, since I have only an extract here, I shall ask 
Dr. Byerly to help me out. 

Dr. Byerty. What is the date? The reason I ask, there have been 
four successive administrators, at that time, I think, it was E. C. 
Auchter—at that time. 

Mr. Parxuity. This will be exhibit No. 14. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 14,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxutw. I submit certainly in view of that admission of the 
Department and its research head that any contention by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture that Mr. Krueger did not have a right to depend 
upon the scientific knowledge that they published and the advice that 
they published, is out the window. 

The Department has assumed and encouraged the very function 
that is described in this report. 

Then, in September 1948, the Department of Agriculture published 
Circular No. 801, on Mink Raising; on page 19 it reports: 

Chicken or turkey heads (with beaks chopped off) and entrails make good mink 
feed ; also jack rabbit and muskrat carcasses (during trapping season) are good. 
This material should be fresh and handled in a sanitary manner. 

You can read this report from end to end and you will find no warn- 
ing at all of this drug and the danger from it. All it says is that the 
material should be clean and handled in a sanitary manner. 

This circular was prepared by Charles E. Kellogg, acting in charge 
of fur-farming investigation, Beltsville, Md.; Charles F. Bassett, 
Director of the Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga Springs, 
N. Y.; and Dr. Robert K. Enders, in charge of investigation on fur 
animals, Swarthmore College, Swarthmore, Pa. And all are in the 
Animal Husbandry Division, Bureau of Animal Industry, Agricul- 
tural Research Administration. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 15,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parkuty. In September of that year, there was also published 
an article in the National Fur News, and it was reprinted in the 
American Fur Breeder for November 1948, and in that American 
Fur Breeder for November 1948—I happen to have the American Fur 
Breeder issue because that is the one which Mr. Krueger saw— in fact, 
this is his own personal copy. 

This article is by agents of the Department of Agriculture and it is 
entitled “The Comparative Value of Poultry Waste and Horsemeat 
for Feeding Mink” by Charles Bassett and Ford Wilke, United States 
Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga, Springs, N. Y. 

I wonder, Dr. Byerly, do you have a copy of the authorization for 
the publication of this article ? 

Dr. Byreriy. Mr. Voorhees called for the letter of authorization and 
I assume it is in this file I have here. I can check it [checking file]. 

Mr. Parkui.. The introduction and summary of this article reads 
as follows: 

Poultry waste is rapidly assuming a position of importance as a diet ingredient 
in the feeding of ranch-raised mink. Within the past 2 years many mink ranches 
have begun using it as a substitute for horse meat in their ration. For various 
reasons horse meat, which has long been the standby for ranches, is becoming a 
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scarce and expensive product. The amount of poultry waste available for use 
in mink feed, on the other hand, should increase in amount in the years to come, 
since the amount of poultry marketed in recent years, barring minor fluctuations 
has increased rather than declined in both numbers and total weight. The total 
weight of heads, feet, and entrals accumulating at a modern jx ultrs dressi 
plant in a single day represents a vast amount of food if it is al! utilized 

This material is comparatively easy to procure in most localities, and is inex 
pensive, often being obtained merely for the labor of hauling, since dressing- 
plant operators are generally glad to dispose of it. Furthermore, it is a palatable 
feed for mink. 

Morris (1946) found that the composition and biological value of a blend of 
poultry viscera, feet and heads, compared favorably with horse meat for feeding 
dogs, and concluded that this preduct could be fed in the same proportion as 
horse meat when used as a substitute. 

Hartsough (1946) reported on feeding tests in which poultry waste used as 
a complete and as a 50 percent replacement for horse meat in mink diets main- 
tuined the health of the animals and gave production equal to that of the cont 
animals. 

Because the poultry waste used in — experiments cited above had been cooked, 
two feeding trials were conducted during the summer and fa f 1947 to ascer 
tain how raw poultry waste preter in feeding value with horse meat for both 
growing and adult mink 


i> 





The poultry waste used in this experiment was obtained from a local concern, 
and consisted of the heads, feet, and entrals of freshly dressed chickens ihe 
sizzard linings and their contents, plus any celluloid or metal leg bands, were 


sorted out and removed prior to grinding. 


« = 2 Ss > 2 > 
SUMMARIZATION 


Preliminary feeding tests with kit and adult mink during the summer and fall 
have indicated that poultry waste consisting primarily of the heads, feet. and 
entrals of chickens obtained fresh from local dressing plants can be sati l 
used either as a partial or complete substitute for horsemeat. It is relatively 
easy to obtain, and under ordinary circumstances very inexpensiv« 

Its use in the diet of the young mink will result in good food consumption 
because of its palatability It has proved to be an excellent diet ingredient in 
stepping up the growth rate of kits from 49 to 112 days. When judged by fur 
experts in New York City, the pelts, with the exception of four undesirables 
which were graded as “pullers” were as desirable as those produced on diets in 
which horse meat alone was used 

In the diet of adult mink, chicken waste proved to be fully as satisfactory 
as horse meat. 





We believe it is advisable te exercise great care in the handling of poultry 
waste. In order to avoid possible losses from food poisoning, this material should 
be procured while fresh, immediately processed, properly refrigerated, and 


thawed just prior to its use 

Again there is no warning or mention of diethylstilbestrol or hor- 
mones or any danger from th: 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Byerly. Mr. Parkhill has handed you an article. 
Will you find the authorization in your file, if vou have it / 

Mr. ParkuiLy. Can it go in at this time? 

Dr. BYERLY. This is re office memorandum from Thomas H. Bartil 
son, acting in charge, Animal Husbandry Division, to B. T. Simms. 
Chief. Bureau of jane Indu istry. and the subject is “Approval of 
attached wenn als and it states: 


source, 





Approval is requested of the attached manuscript entitled ““The Comparative 
Value of Poultry Waste ane Horsemeat for Feeding Min! by Charles F. Bassett 
and Ford Wilke, United States Fur Animal E \per t stat bh. Saratega s&s Des 
N. ¥., for outside publication 

rHomas H. B SON 


And that is approved by B. T. Simms, Chief. Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry, un der di ate of June 15. 1948. 
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Mr. Parkui. I would like to have the office memorandum marked 
“Exhibit No. 16,” the November 1948 issue of the American Fur 
Breeder marked “Exhibit No. 17.” rr? 

(The memorandum and magazine were marked “Exhibits Nos. 16 
and 17,” respectively, and received in evidence and made a part of this 
record. See pp. 156, 139.) 

Mr. Parxuim.. Again, in July 1949, in the National Fur News there 
was an article, Practical Economie in Feeding Mink Kits, by Charles 
F. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
Bureau of Animal Industry, Agricultural Research Administration, 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

Again the feeding of chicken waste to mink is recommended without 
any warning whatsoever. It has this to say and I think this pertinent 
and I would liketo read it. It Is quite short : 

Our standard price for old horses at the station for many years has been $5 
Now, with dog and cat companies bidding against one another for old horses and 
paying from $30 to $40 each at auction, the mink farmer in our region must pay 
at least those prices if he is to obtain any of the product. What can he use in 
place of horsemeat? What is available at prices he can afford? 

One product, formerly thrown out, concerning which you have probably heard 
a great deal, and which appeared to hold great promise, is poultry waste. This 
consists primarily of the head, feet, and entrails of chickens, although the heads 
and necks, as well as the entrails of turkey are also very desirable for feeding 
mink. 

One year’s work with growing kits has shown that poultry waste gave a faster 
initial growth than horsemeat when these two products each constituted 35 pe 
cent of the diet. Just prior to pelting, there was no significant difference between 
the groups in average weight or in quality of pelt produced. A complete report 
of this experiment, including the safeguard that must be observed in feeding the 
product, was published in the Canadian and American fur farming magazines 
last summer and fall. 

In addition to poultry waste, tripe and canned fish have been tested as partial 
substitutes for horsemeat and have proved satisfactory, as you undoubtedly know 
from your own experience. Lungs, udders, spleens, beef and horse intestines, 
gullets and similar visceral products have not been tested experimentally on 
mink at the station, but the practical feeder knows that they can be used at 
times in small amounts without harm to the mink. 

Dr. Byerly has now produced the office memorandum coveril 
“Editor review and approval,” a paper by Charles F. Bassett on “Prac 
tical economie in feeding mink kits.” 

I would like to have the office memorandum marked “18,” the com 
ments on manuscript “Practical economie in feeding mink kits” of 
May 25, 1949, marked “18 (a)” and the National Fur News of July 
1949, containing the published article “Exhibit No. 19.” 

(The papers above referred to were marked “Exhibits Nos. 18, 18 
(a), and 19,” respectively, and were received in evidence and made a 
part of this record. See article on p. 139.) 

I will later present an affidavit of Mr. Kjaer and attached to that 
affiday it are three letters, or rather copies of letters from men in the 
Department of Agriculture. Mr. Kjaer did not retain his own letter 
when he wrote the Department and Dr. Byerly said he would submit 
a copy of that letter when it arrives. 

Dr. Byerty. You say there were three letters / 

Mr. PARKHILL. Yes. There was one from Ss. I. Flad eSS, Acting 
Chief of the Bureau of Animal Industry under date of April 26, 1949, 
and two letters from Charles F. Bassett, director of the United States 
Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga Springs. N. Y., under 
dates of January 17, 1949, and March 17, 1949. 
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As will be shown later on, Mr. Kjaer was one of the two mink 
ranchers who ran into this difficulty in the breeding season of 1949, 
which, of course, occurred in March of the year. 

On January 5, 1949, he wrote to Mr. Bassett of the United States 
Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga Springs, N. Y. Not hay- 
ing his letter I cannot say what he wrote but Mr. Bassett wrote him 
several letters, in fact the two letters I mentioned. Perhaps I will 
be able to get a copy of Mr. Kjaer’s letter from the Department 
through Dr. Byerly. 

Mr. Parxnity. Mr. Bassett’s letters to Mr. Kjaer under date of 
January 17 and March 17, 1949, appear on pages 40 and 41. 

Then on April 6 1949, Mr. Kjaer wrote to Dr. Siebold of the Depart- 
ment, and received a reply from Dr. S. O. Fladness, Acting ¢ ‘hief of 
the Bureau of Animal Industry, on April 26, 1949. Mr. Kjaer’ s letter 
and Dr. Fladness’ reply are as follows [reading]: 

SmITHTownN, N. Y., April 6, 1949. 

Dear Dr. Sresotp: I am sending one mink carcass for analysis. You will 
probably find bladder stones as we lost two mink in January with that condition 
and so far we have not been able to find the cause or a treatment. I would 
appreciate any * help you can give me to clear up that trouble. 

My real trouble is losing mink at the rate of one a month from undetermined 
causes. They appear healthy and contented, then all of a sudden droppings are 
dark, soon green and white slime, retching, lost appetite, paralysis, and death. 
Cause unknown. 

This was my approximate feed formula until we had bladder stone trouble: 

20 pounds fresh chicken heads 

20 pounds fresh ocean fish 

2 pounds fresh liver or liver meal 

5 pounds Purina mink cereal 

1 pound alfalfa meal 

1 pound dried tomatoes 

* pound yeast 

14 pound steamed bonemeal 

Cod liver oil 

Wheat-germ oil and meat starting January. 

After we found bladder stones we stopped the bonemeal and decreased the 
alfalfa meal and tomatoes, as the males had occasional bloody urine. 

This year we could not get our males to work at mating time. They would 
try but nothing would happen and there would be a fight. This happened to 
adults as well as kits. We thought we had them in good condition, not too fat, 
not too thin, but we had to borrow males to breed our 60 females. 

Last summer we had food poisoning due to improper freezing storage. We 
used Sulmet solution and had very few losses. Would this have any effect on 
the males at this time? 

I do hope this mink arrives in good condition (dry ice seems to be 
to get here), so you can try to give me a good report so desperately needed. 
We have been in the mink business for 2 years and raised a good little crop of 
Silver Blu last year, but these unknown losses are getting us down. 

Very truly yours, 


> impossible 


FREDERICK Kj AER 
Sy 


P. S—I got your name and address from Saratoga Springs when inquiring 
into the use of chicken heads. F.K 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION, 
BuREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY. 
Washington 25, D. C., April 26, 1949. 
Mr, FREDERICK KJAER, 
Croft Lane, Smithtown, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Ksarer: This is in reply to your letter of April 6 to Dr. Sieboid 
concerning the carcass of a mink your forwarded to this Bureau for laboratory 
examination. Our Pathological Division is not in a position to make routine 
laboratory diagnoses for private individuals but, since the carcass was on the 
verge of spoiling when it was received, a post mortem examination was made 
to determine the cause of death. 

It was found that the urinary bladder and pelvis of both kidneys were filled 
with a fibrinopurulent exudate, the spleen was enlarged, the liver showed evi- 
dence of fatty degeneration, and the lungs were partially filled with bloody 
fluid. On bacteriological examination a pure culture of a pus-forming organism 
was obtained from the heart blood and spleen. Large numbers of these bacteria 
also were seen in microscopic preparations made from the exudate in the kidneys 
and bladder. From these findings it can be concluded that the mink died of 
blood poisoning resulting from an infection of the urinary bladder and kidneys. 

As you have been losing mink on account of urinary calculi (bladder stones) 
it is not surprising to find this case of bladder infection, because urinary calculi 
and infection often occur together. 

Many investigators believe that an imbalance of materials such as magnesium 
and calcium in relation to phosphorus, together with a low intake of vitamin A, 
are conducive to calculi formation. The desirable ration of calcium to phos- 
phorus in livestock feeding is considered to be about 2:1. It is impossible to 
evaluate the nutrients in your diet without complete chemical analysis. In 
taking out a part of the alfalfa meal the carotene (provitamin A) content of the 
diet was reduced and it is quite likely that the poor breeding was due to a lack 
of vitamin A. We do not know the composition of “sulmet solution” and sv 
we cannot answer the question as to its effect on the male mink. 

We are enclosing Circular 801 on mink raising which we believe will be of 
value to you. 

In case you have need for laboratory diagnosis in the future, it is suggested that 
you forward the specimens to the diagnostic laboratory of the New York State 
Veterinary College at Ithaca, N. Y. 

Very truly yours, 
S. O. FLADNESs, 
Acting Chief of Bureau. 


(The letter to Dr. Siebold was marked “Exhibit No. 20” and was 
received in evidence and made a part of the record.) 

Dr. Byerty. Mr. Jonas, there is a comment that I would like to 
make. 

I would like to call attention to the date submitted by Mr. Parkhill 
when the poultry waste in question was fed. He has referred to the 
dates in January, January 5 and January 17, and the date of this last 
letter which was just marked, April 6, 1949, and the statement is in 
the letter presumably as of that date, April 6, 1949, Mr. Kjaer was 
feeding a formula that had 20 pounds of fresh chicken heads in the 
diet. 

Now, in the Kjaer bill, H. R. 2592, it reads: 

For damages sustained to mink as the result of using certain poultry waste 
upon the approval and recommendation of the United States Department of 
Agriculture from November 1948 to February 1949. 

There seems to me to be an obvious discrepancy. 

Mr. Parxutu. I suggest there is no discrepancy whatsoever. We 
are not suggesting that this letter started the feeding of the chicken 
waste. It was the magazine article that started it. That is beside the 
point. I am offering this evidence today in support of Mr. Krueger's 


bill. 
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Mr. Jonas. Thank you for calling attention to the difference in 
dates. That is now noted in the record. It will undoubtedly develop 
in the argument what significance that has, I presume. 

Dr. Byrerry. It still reports feeding chicken waste, 

Mr. Parxuiny. Yes, that is quite true. I don’t get the point. We 
will get to it later. 

Then Mr. Kjaer’s letter of April 6, 1949, is exhibit 20. 

In the reply from Mr. Fladness, Acting Chief of the Bureau of 
Animal Industry, under date of April 26, 1949, which has been made 
part of the record, and which is also a part of the Kjaer affidavit, he 
has this to say: 

Many investigators believe that an imbalance of minerals such as magnesium 
and calcium in relation to phosphorus, together with a low intake of vitamin 
A, are conducive to calculi formation. The desirable ration of calcium to phos- 
phorus in livestock feeding is considered to be about 2 to J It is impossible 
to evaluate the nutrients in your diet without complete chemical analysis. In 
taking out a part of the alfalfa meal the carotene (pro-vitamin A) content of 
the diet was reduced and it is quite likely that the poor breeding was due to a 
lack of vitamin A. * * * 

Mr. Parkuity. Now. among the documents requested of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture for production today was a letter from Dr. 
Robert W. Enders of the Department of Agriculture, the date of which 
I was unable to fix, but warning of the danger of diethylstilbestrol to 
mink breeders where it is included in chicken heads. 

Dr. Byerty. I have difficulty in identifying the document you refer 
to. I talked to Dr. Enders Wednesday. Perhaps I can find it in the 
file. The only definite warning I can find from Dr. Enders is under 
date of January 6, so if you will let me search this file a little bit more 
I will try to produce it for you. 

Mr. JONAS. Supose you check it how, if it does not take too long. 
You have elven a dlate in January, but not the vear. 

Dr. Byerty. Here is where he first expressed interest in chicken 
waste. Here is one on Novem! er ZS. Here il clic ating | isa cle finite 
note of warning of January 6. Those are complete files, as far as I 
know. 

Mr. Jonas. Doctor, when you speak of January 6, what year? 

Dr. Byrerriy. 1950. There is no question January 6 is a note of 
warning which was given which was immediately followed by a 
press release. 

Mr. Parkinir. That is the one you and I discussed. 

Dr. By RLY. | believe SO. November 20. accord e TO Dr. Enders 
was the first note of warning on his part. We got that by telephone. 
November 28 was sul sequent to that, but the first definite warning I 
can find in the record is of January 6. 

Mr. Jonas. What relation does Dr. Enders bear to the Department 
of Agriculture and what are his duties? 

Dr. Byrrity. We cooperate under a memorandum of understand- 
ing with Swarthmore College in problems of physiology of repro- 
duction of mink so that you understand that Dr. Enders is our coop- 
erative agent. In other words we support the work. We have at 
times, although not at the moment, paid a portion of his salary, but 
he is not under our administrative control. He is a professor at 
Swarthmore College. 

Mr. Jonas. The Department does, at times, pay part of his salary? 

Dr. Byeriy. Yes. 
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Mr. Jonas. And he has specialized in this research work having to 
do with this drug? 

Dr. Byrrriy. Insofar as I know there is no more eminent person 
than Dr. Enders in the field of the reproduction of mink in the use 
of this hormone. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you think Dr. Enders would have any objection 
to appearing here, since he seems to be head of this whole project‘ 

Dr. Byeriy. I could not presume to speak for Dr. Enders. 

Mr. Jonas. Where is Swarthmore College ? 

Dr. Byrerxy. It is just outside of the city of Philadelphia. 

Mr: Jonas. It is up to you gentlemen, if you want him to appear. 
You can decide on it now. You must give a man who Is In such a 
professional capacity time to arrange his affairs so that he can prepare 
for such a venture, because he evidently has classes and has Class 
responsibilities to deal with. If you come to some conclusion about it 
we will be glad to act according to your wishes. 

Mr. Parxuin. I would much rather not bother Dr. Enders, if it 
is not necessary. 

May I have just one more moment to examine this material ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. Go ahead. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record. ) 

Mr. Parxuut. I should like to introduce first a letter of October 
18, 1949, addressed to Mr. Douglas Millar, Yankee Breeding Farms, 
Huntington, Long Island, N. Y. This letter was sent by Dr. Robert 
K. Enders who signs himself “Agent.” 

This letter Says: 


Dear Dr Mrorar: Some time ago you wrete to Mr, Charles F, Bassett of the 
United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, concerning the use of poultry 
wuste that contains diethvistilbestrol. He asked my pp on of ts ele ol 
rep tion 

Could we secure from you some ovaries from mink that have been feed this 

aterial when you pelt’ If you know your pelting date or dates we co me 
up and take the ovaries without putting you to the trouble of collecting the 


material for us 

I offer that as Exhibit No. 21. 

The letter ot October LS, 1949, was marked “Exhibit No. 91,” 
received in evidence and made a part of this record. ) 

Mr. Parxuinti. Next I have a letter dated November 4, 1949. ad- 
dressed to Charles E. Kellogg, Fur Farming Investigations, Animal 
Husbandry Division, BAL, Beltsville. Md. This letter is from ¢ harles 
KF. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
saratova Springs, N. Y.. on the subject of Diethy Istilbestrol In ¢ ‘hicken 
Waste. 

| 


The letter reads as follows | reading! : 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


To: Charles E. Kellogg, Fur Farming Investigations, Animal Husbandry Division, 
BAI, Beltsville, Md. 
From: Charles F. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal Experiment 


Station, Saratoga Springs, N. Y 
Subject: Diethylstilbestrol in chicken waste 
NOVEM BER 4, 1940 
You will perhaps be interested in some remarks that were made by Dr. H. B 
Walters, a veterinarian and an experienced mink rancher, who visited the station 
vesterday afternoon lor. Walters’ production of mink this past spring was very 
low He told me he obtained 97 kits from 300 females carried over, and he 
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blames the poor production entirely on the chicken waste which he fed, and 
which he believed contained the heads from a large number of broilers that were 
given diethylstilbestrol tablets injected in the neck. My first impression of 
Dr. Walters’ comments was that he eliminated the poultry waste from his diet 
because he was convinced it was responsible for the poor production he obtained. 
Later, in asking him how he happened to eliminate the poultry waste, he stated 
that the person from whom he obtained it decided to use it to feed hogs, and 
therefore it would not be available. 

Dr. Walters stated that a great many of the broilers raised in the north 
central part of the State in the vicinity of Rochester are treated with diethylstil- 
bestrol, in spite of the fact that they are marketed as broilers. The reason 
for this is that less feed is consumed, the bird makes a greater weight, and the 
profit per bird is greater. He cited the instance of one individual who turns out 
1,000 broilers per month, who figured his profits at 16 cents per bird under the 
ordinary system of poultry management, but these profits were increased to 
24 cents per bird when each cockerel broiler was injected with the diethylstil- 
bestrol tablet. Even though the birds are injected at 8 weeks and sold at 12, 
it was his opinion that broiler raisers felt it was well worth their while to treat 
the birds. Injection is made by a special hypodermic syringe which injects 
the pellet just under the skin in the neck. It was his opinion that there are 
vast quantities of broilers being marketed that are thus treated. I told him of 
our experience with local poultry men who had not even heard of capettes, but 
he stated that nevertheless he believed there were many of them marketed, and 
in his opinion this was perhaps one of the primary causes for poor production 
among mink fed poultry waste as the main or as the entire source of meat in 
the diet. 

The poultry waste which Dr. Walters used was obtained for the most part 
from a local dresser, although when supplies ran short it was also procured 
through the Eastern Fur Farmers’ Cooperative, which in turn obtained it from 
one of the larger broiler dressing plants in the Delmarva section. He felt that 
the material obtained from this latter source contained many heads from broilers 
thus treated. 

Dr. Walters has raised mink for many years, and I would consider him a 
practical mink rancher. I do not attempt to vouch for the accuracy of these 
stutements, and it may be entirely possible that his thoughts, as given above, 
are based more upon theory than upon actual facts. Nevertheless, he is a good 
personal friend, and I do not think for one moment that anything that was said 
was stated in an attempt to mislead us. Because this question has arisen before, 
and because I thought you might be interested in his opinions, this information is 
being sent to you, and copies of this memorandum are also being sent to Drs. 
Enders, Loosli, and Siebold. It may possibly be that you will wish to have a 
copy sent on to Dr. Gorham. 

Copies to Dr. Enders, Dr. Loosli, Dr. Siebold. 


(The letter of November 4, 1949, was marked “Exhibit No. 22,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of this record.) 

Mr. Parkui.i. So that the record may be complete there is a letter 
of November 28, 1949, from Dr. Enders to Mr. Kellogg on the subject 
Feeding of Chicken Waste Containing Diethylstilbestrol, which reads 
as follows: 


T spent Sunday collecting ovaries and testes from pelted mink that had been 
fed poultry waste containing diethylstilbestrol, in one case up to March and in 
the other to May. The man who fed poultry waste up to May had no kits what- 
ever on his farm. I collected more material than I can possibly use. Since the 
men are awaiting my verdict before they pelt again, I will have the material 
sectioned at once. 

On Friday a paper appeared on the relation of food intake to the growth- 
depressing action of stilbestrol. This work was done on rats and we have no 
similar data on mink. It has been found that natural estrogens depress growth 
without depressing appetite. Also by fe-ding thyrox'ne overcomes the 'acta- 
tion—inhibiting action of diethylstilbestrol. It occurs to me. therefore, that if 
capette waste is to be fed to mink, we should run an experiment as follows: 

First, does this inhibit growth? 

Second, does it inhibit appetite? 

Third, and probably most important, can we overcome these effects by the 
Simultaneous feeding of thyroxine? 
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Also I believe an experiment should be set up with breeding animals fed 
thyroxine with chicken waste to see if here again we might not overcome the 
effects of the sex hormone. 

As you can see, this is just notions that have occurred to me on the way home, 
and I would like to have your ideas. I might also remark that it would be grand 
if the chicken-waste producers could furnish some funds for this type of work. 
Certainly the mink growers are anxious to have the work done since quite a few 
are now depending on chicken waste for food. Have you any suggestions as to 
how I should pursue these studies further? 

A copy of this letter was sent to Mr. Bassett. That is exhibit No. 23. 

(The letter of November 28, 1949, was marked “Exhibit No. 23, 
and received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxuiin. The next exhibit I wish to offer is a letter under 
date of December 14, 1949, from Dr. Enders to Mr. Kellogg. Is 
that correct ? 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes, sir; that is correct. 

Mr. Parxuus. Transmitting an article on feeding chicken waste 
containing stilbestrol. The memorandum reads as follows: 


Erclosed is a brief article concerning which I wrote you. This is what Fresch 
wanted for the Co-op Fur News. If you approve of it, could you send it to him 
and to any journals that you would like to have it. There is nothing profound 
about it. I have not given the experimental evidence, but I think I have indicated 
the need for more research. 

You might be interested to know that in a personal communication from Carl 
Hartman he mentions that he thinks the use of stilbestrol in poultry should be 
stopped. He considers it fraudulent for the weight gains are to sume extent 
due to a higher percentage of water in the fat. 

If we are to get animals in time to do it this spring we had better rush this, 
As you see, I am leaving the title up to you. 


That will be exhibit 24. 

(The memorandum was marked “Exhibit No. 24,” was received in 
evidence and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parkutu. I have next an office memorandum that I offer as 
Exhibit No. 25. It is from J. K. McClarren, head, Information Divi- 
sion, to T. H. Bartilson, acting in charge, Animal Husbandry Division, 
Beltsville, on One Aspect of Mink-Breeding Problems. This is dated 
January 3,1950. The article is accompanied by an office memorandum 
in regard to it. This article was disapproved January 3, 1950. The 
memorandum of disapproval reads as follows: 


We have reviewed the attached manuscript and feel that it should not be 
released to fur-trade journals in its present form. In the first place, the intro 
duction describing stilbestrol indicates greater possibility than the later contents 
bear out. In fact, in a discussion of the work, every result noted indicates that 
such a powerful drug should not be used by fur farmers, at least until further 
research has been done. 

It seems to be aimed at obtaining funds from fur breeders to further this 
research, although the article does not come out flat-footedly and say so. If 
this is the aim, wouldn’t some other approach be desirable? Certainly the 
article does not contain any information about the drug which the breeder can 
put to use. 

About all that one could say is that stilbestrol is a potent drug and that 
preliminary work indicates that it may have possibilities, although results, so 
far, have been negative and further work will be needed to obtain results that 
will be of any help to the mink breeder. If the paper is reorganized in this way, 
there should be a statement cautioning the layman against the use of the drug. 

If you suggest that changes have heen indicated in the text for the author’s 
consideration. If the paper is rewritten, we request it be resubmitted for Bureau 
approval. 


(The data above referred to were marked “Exhibit No. 25” and 
received in evidence and made a part of this record. ) 
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Mr. Parxniiyi. The next exhibit I wish to offer is an office memo- 
randum of the United States Government dated January 6, 1950, from 
Dr. Robert K. Enders, Swarthmore College, Charles E. Kellogg on 
the subject Diethylstilbestrol in Chicken Waste, which reads as 
follows: 

It has just occurred to me since the matter of stilbestrol has been dropped, 
that a note of warning on the feeding of poultry waste should be issued. Since 
a large number of mink breeders know that we are aware of the dangers the 
Bureau might be exposed to serious criticism if such a warning was not issued. 

Since the Bureau has published work on the feeding of chicken waste its critics 
might feel that it was all the more culpable if some warning were not issued 
after the trouble encountered by breeders had been brought to its attention. 1 
believe that Mr. Bassett would bear out my statement that trouble with chicken 
waste containing stilbestrol is more widespread than we have thought possible 

Mr. Jonas. What is the date of that memorandum ? 

Mr. Parkuinn. January 6, 1950, 

(The memorandum was marked “Exhibit No. 26” and received in 
evidence and made a part of this record. ) 

Mr. Parkrune. And so finally the Department in February 1950 
issued its first warning, although I think the record is clear, and I 
think when this other correspondence comes in, it will be even clearer 
that this whole matter which they had known about from the begin- 
ning, anyway, had been specifically brought to their attention early 
in 1949, 

Mr. Jonas. Then you had warning issued but it was just a con 
clusion. I wish you would read it. 

Mr. Parkuitn. The article is entitled “Suggestions in feeding 
poultry waste to mink.” 

This is the United States Department of Agriculture, Bureau of 
Animal Industry. ‘They issued a mimeograph dated February 1950. 
There is no argument about this being the bulletin, is there / 

Dr. By'rty. No; I have the letter of approval authorizing it, if 
you want it. 

Mr. Parxuity. I would be glad to have it. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish to offer as my next exhibit No. 27 the letter 
of February 8, 1950, from Thomas H. Bartilson, acting in charge, 
Animal Husbandry Division, to B. T. Simms, Chief, Bureau of Ani- 
mal Industry, on the subject Approval of Article, and the body of 
the memorandum reads as follows: 


Approval is requested of the attached article entitled “Suggestions in Feeding 
Poultry Waste to Mink” by Charles F. Bassett. This is to be put into mimeo 
graph or ditto form for answering correspondence on this subject. This manu 
script has been reviewed and approved by the Pathological Division and Dr 
Bird. This will not need a pamphlet number since it is to be used currently 
in answering correspondence, 

Now, that was approved by the Chief of the Bureau on February 
14. Loffer this as exhibit 27. 

(The memorandum agreement of February 8, 1950, was marked 
“Exhibit No. 27” and received in evidence and made a part of the 
record. ) 

Mr. Parkuini. I would now like to read Mr. Bassett’s article on 
Suggestions in Feeding Poultry Waste to Mink. It is as follows 
| reading |}: 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY 
February [950 


SUGGESTIONS IN FEEDING POULTRY WASTE TO MINK 


t 


Poultry waste, which generally consists of the head, feet, and en 
chickens, is being used in increasing amounts as a partial replacement for horse 
meat in the feeding of mink. Under certain conditions, this product makes 
u very satisfactory and suitable horse-meat substitute. The results of some 
studies initiated by Dr. Robert K. Enders of Swarthmore College, in coope 
tion with the Department of Agriculture, and experiments conducted ; ¢ 
United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga Springs, N. Y., ind 
cate, however, that some caution should be exercised in the use of this produ 
particularly during the reproduction cycle, if unsatisfactory resu e to be 
avoided 


POULTRY WASTE FROM CAPONETTES 


Quite recently a drug, diethylstilbestrol, has found increased fave 


poultry industry for chemically sterilizing male chickens This drug is injecte 
as a pellet in the neck of the bird and, by inhibiting growth of the sex organs 
increases the weight with little if any increase in food consumptio1 Birds 


so treated are called caponettes. Any portions of the pellet remaining und 


solved in the neck when the bird is slaughtered will, of course, be present in 
the poultry waste. Preliminary studies indicate that even small portions of 
pellets, when fed to mink, particularly kit females, can disastrously affect future 
reproduction 

Ranchers using poultry waste in their mink feed should ascertain immediately 


whether viscera and heads from caponettes are included in the waste they are 
using and, if so, should discard such material at once, or use it next summer ane 
fall only for feeding animals that they are planning to pel 

should, of course, be separated from other poultry Waste as processed and imme 
diately discarded, until future studies have indicated the amount and extent of 
the damage likely to result from its use. 


t Caponette waste 


AMOUNTS TO FEED 

During that period from January 1 until the kits ar 7 Wet ) it is 

advisable to limit the amount of poultry waste in the mink diet to not more 

than one-third the total meat content In two reproduction experiments with 

mink conducted at the station in 1948S and 1949, the production of young by 

females receiving diets containing 35 percent liver was exceedingly poor rhe 
factor or factors responsible 1 such pl duction are as vet ink? v1 bt 


appears quite certain that no waste from caponettes was included 
waste fed Until more information is available concerning the cause of the 
low production, it is believed advisable to limit the poultry waste used at this 
stage in the mink life cycle 
Poultry waste, free from caponette heads, makes a good substitute f 

meat for feeding adults and weaned kits throughout the summer and fall until 
pelting. Growth is good, particularly the growth of kits immediately after 
weaning and, since this product is relatively economical, some savings in feed 
costs will probably result. 


horse 


PROCESSING THE POULTRY WASTI 


Obtain fresh poultry waste from healthy birds at regula intervals Cry to 
arrange for its refrigeration from the time it is processed at the poultry plant 
until it can be picked up It is desirable, of course, to avoid letting such 
material stand on a truck in the hot summer sun, as it deteriorates rapidly 
Grind it upon arrival and use it in the feed mixture immediately, or freez 
and store for future use 

In grinding the poultry waste, no attempt is made to remove the intestina 
contents, since few mink ranchers have the equipment necessary for hashing and 


vashing Gizzurd linings and their contents, as we as metal or celluloid 
bands on the legs, should be removed prior to grinding, ne only prevent 


injury to the mink but to avoid damage to the grinds 
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COOKING POULTRY WASTE 


The object of cooking poultry waste before feeding is to avoid the risk of 
losses due to food-poisoning organisms particularly Salmonella-type organisms 
that may be present in the waste. Most mink ranchers and a number of 
authorities in the industry feel that such practice is advisable. Whether or 
not to cook the product is a question that must be decided by each individual 
rancher. If raw poultry waste is fed, particular attention should be given to 
maintaining good conditions of management as outlined in the foregoing section 
entitled “Processing the Poultry Waste.” 


SUMMARY 


Until additional information from properly controlled experiments is available, 
the following recommendations are in order: 

1. Procure the poultry waste in a fresh condition, at regular intervals, from 
healthy birds. Discard diseased, thin-breasted birds that have been thrown 
out as unfit for human consumption. 

2. Do not feed poultry waste from caponettes either during the reproduction 
cycle or during the summer, fall, and early winter to animals that may be kept 


over for the breeding herd. 
3. During the reproduction cycle, do not replace more than one-third of the 


fresh meat and visceral products with poultry waste. 

As more information on the feeding of poultry waste becomes available, it 
will be passed on to fur ranchers through articles in the trade journals or in 
mimeographed leaflets. 

Mr. Jonas. That is dated February 1950? 

Mr. Parka. Yes, sir; and I wish to reemphasize that this letter 
of approval is dated February 14, 1950, so it was released on February 
14, 1950. 

Dr. Byrriy. No; either that or the next day. 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Byerly you have this mimeograph issued on or 
about February 14, 1950, which gives consideration to this drug and 
you refer particularly to “poultry waste from caponettes” and you 
make the definite statement in the article: 

Preliminary studies indicate that even small portions of pellets (that is 
diethylstilbestrol) when fed to mink, particularly kit females, can disastrously 
affect future reproduction. 


Isn’t that a warning? 

Dr. Byrriy. A definite warning. 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. Now in order to shorten up the record it is con- 
ceded that there was an inherent danger in this drug after it was being 
used and that your research was showing it interfered with repro- 
duction. It seems that is what is in that document. 

Dr. Byerty. I think it is this. It is, I believe, in the formal report 
as you have stated. It is presumed that mink got enough diethyl- 
stilbestrol to impair their reproduction but as to what is “enough,” 
nobody knows. You do not know at what point breeding would be 
interfered with. Now the figure 3 milligrams has been stated and 
taken at a particular time and place, during or subsequent to the 
breeding season, it was found in a limited number of animals not to 
interfere with the breeding insofar as appears from the evidence 
available. Whether it would so interfere at other times is not known. 

The presumption that diethylstilbestrol would interfere with mink 
breeding is great but the demonstration from experimentally feeding 
waste from caponettes to mink is lacking. 

Just now we are conducting experiments at Saratoga with waste 
from caponettes. ‘Those experiments are going on and we will have 
the results in several months. We have no such evidence at this time, 
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to the best of my knowledge, and to my knowledge no such ev idence 
exists. This is a presumption based on expert opinion. 

Mr. Jonas. But you know the number of milligrams of this drug 
that has been implanted in each one of these birds and you know there 
has been a residue th: at was uni absorbed. 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes, si 

Mr. Jonas. Has it ot determined definitely that mink fed chieken 
heads containing parts of unabserbed residue of this drug have become 
sterile ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. That experiment is only now in process of determina- 
tion. 

Mr. Jonas. You understand, Dr. Byerly, I am merely asking these 
questions to enlighten myself. You must help me. We know nothing 
about this question. 

Mr. Parkuity. Doesn't that letter I just read here specifically and 
clearly say that the use of this pellet as it is applied in your experi- 
ment. for the purpose of fi itte ning up the e aponettes, that that is the 
basis for giving this warning? 

Dr. | SYERLY. T) ne basis of the warning notice is the experient e of 
the ranchers, as observed by Mr. Bassett and Dr. Enders, and they 
reached their conclusions on the basis of their observations that there 
was a high probability that the difliculty lies with the use of the waste 
from caponettes. It does not lie on controlled laborat« ry experiments, 

Mr. JON AS, May we have that last document, so that we can clear 
up this point ! 

Mr. PARKHILL. Yes handing exhibit No. 25 to Mr. Jonas |. 

Mr. JONAS. Now would you mind looking . the pone con- 
taining the warning. What do you think of that language! What 
Implication cah we draw from it an al what cone lusiol can we come to 


if we follow the |: anguage of the document ¢ 
Dr. BYERLY. In rt ur | to the iene “Cl again, it is based on the 
opinion of these expel s. ‘There is a very strong presumption that 


feeding waste from ca Satie to breeding mink ace cause them 
trouble. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, when you use the word “trouble.” I associate 
that with the expression contained in this document where you say 
it affects the reproductive organs. What we want is a definite con- 
nec ion between the feed and reproduction. When we definitely 
determine that, doesn’t the presumption then turn into a fact ¢ In 
other words. you cannot come to any other logical conclusion. Pre- 
sumption cannot be based on prest imption., You call it presumption 

and | will agree with you, but if the ultimate result shows up, does 
that not lead to a conclusion ¢ 

Dr. Byerrty. Sti failures in mink can come from many 


sources. 
Mr. Jon is. [ am glad to hear you say that. Go ahead. 
Dr. Byrerty. May I cite an example? In the 1950 breeding season 
at Saratoga we had 111 females bred and we got 14 litters; and so far 
as we have been able to determine there never was a caponette head 


in that feed. There was chicken waste in the feed. There was some 
potatoes, some horse meat which had been in storage for years and 
Was rahe id. It may have bee any one of humerous possible Causes 
for failure but, insofar as we have been able to determine after a 


Ld ol Ser. < 
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most careful search, Mr. Bassett was not able to make either head 
or tail of the breeding failure. Yet I say, sir, there is a presumption 
until it has been demonstrated. It is a strong presumption. It 1s not 
something that we can determine scientifically until by May or June 
of this year and not before then could I say to you that I know feeding 
caponette waste will cause breeding failure. 

Mr. Jonas. But you warned in regard to feeding poultry waste 
from capettes. 

Dr. Byrriy. That is based on the field opinions and statements of 
ranchers who said that feeding caponette waste was causing trouble 
and also the opinions of Dr. Enders and Mr. Bassett. How much 
caponette waste they fed, when they fed it in many cases, is not known. 
Some cases the evidence seems quite authentic that they fed rather 
large amounts and it is in those cases the evidence seems strong, but 
I point out it will be rather a presumption until after our studies 
have been completed, although it is a rather strong presumption. 

Mr. Parkuity, May I ask Dr. Byerly a question for the clarifi- 
cation of this issue: 

Do I not understand you correctly, Dr. Byerly, that you do not 
accept as scientifically established or as scientific knowledge any fact 
that has not been established by a controlled experiment ¢ 

Dr. Brrerty. That is especially true with respect to that. 

Mr. Parkniti. May I have a direct answer? That is your attitude 
on the matter of scientific knowledge. That is your personal attitude. 

Dr. Byrerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Macurowicz. Do you expect by May or June of this year to 
have completed your experiment so that you can report to Congress 
what conclusion you have reached from your scientifically controlled 
experiments / 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. We hope the experiments will have 
been concluded by that time. We assume there will be a favorable 
outcome of the experiments. As I say, things may happen, but we 
have no reason to believe we will not be able to report at that time. 

Mr. Parkxur.. I don’t want to take the unfair advantage of my 
good friend, Dr. Byerly. On this matter, I pointed out to him in this 
case formerly, astronomy is the oldest and the greatest of the sciences 
and it is purely an observational science. With the others, their opin- 
ions are on the basis of their observations and they do not entirely 
agree with the limitations that Dr. Byerly, a very tine scientist, im- 
poses on himself. 

Mr. Jonas. There are always two sides to a question and my pur- 
pose in asking this question now was to see if we could not shorten 
this up and get Dr. Byerly’s viewpoint as to what his definite de- 
fense was in reference to the claim you are making here. 

Dr. Byrrzy. I think I can outline it in a fairly few words, sir. 

I will have to review a little bit the reason why I am particularly 
careful of estrogens. The effects of an estrogen cannot be predicted— 
how it will act on any particular animal. It can only be determined 
by experiments. We conducted recent experiments at Beltsville in 
regard to their use in livestock. We fed estrogens in greater and 
greater doses from 0.025 to 50 milligrams a day. We fed estrogens 
to gilts anticipating continuous heat. That was also observed to 
develop in other female classes of livestock. In this case we did not 
get continuous heat but pseudopregrancy. Then we repeated the ex- 
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periments. The first gilt was given 250 milligrams of diethylstilbes- 
trol and in 3 days she was in heat and she is still in heat. 

With respect to the use of estrogens they are used in very large quan- 
tities and for different purposes. They come from many sources. It 
comes from many plant sources. It is found in beet root seeds; it 1s 
found in potato tubers, parsley roots, and yeast. Honey was found 
to contain from 40 to 600 units in 1 kilogram and from dry sage there 
was found 6,000 units of estrogen in 1 kilogram. Going further, from 
1.000 to 2.000 units of estrogen were found in a kilogram of mineral 
oil; a kilogram of naphtha yielded 8,000 m. u. and 10,000 m. u. were 
obtained from a kilogram of natural asphalt. Estrogen was also 
found in coal. 


One of the largest sources of estrogen is the testes of a stallion, 
ing I think you will grant is not lacking in virility. Estrogens 
e found in many things and in many places. ‘They have many effects, 
cle pe nding oh age, sexual condition, and the season. li Is hecessary, 


t] 1ere fo re, to be very consery itive unless one knows what estrovel 


will do. 

Mr. Jonas. From an experimental standpoint there isa oreat deal 
of merit in what you say but when you get back to the cold fact of 
the insertion of these caps ules in the neck or hea lof capons and then 
turning that head with the unabsorbed pellet into chic ken waste and 


it ultimately gets into the mink’s body, isn’t it comparable to the 
situation the de nigy sy ares find every one in a While in examining 
viscera of a man, for instance, in an arsenic case? It has been prove 
repeated|y monary course, I am talking asa layman. You know much 


more about it than I do; but in making a postmortem on a human 
being in determining whether arsenic was used, take a man who has a 
jaundic ed liver or other ills, he does not need the quantity of arseni 
to kill him as a strong, healthy individual would. Isn’t that one of 
the theories upon which doctors can and do te stify quite freque! tly! 

Dr. Byreriy. There are some very interesting things in the history 


of these mink. In the first place Dr. Enders undertook work on 


estrogen 1n order to produce breeding behavior. Phe first use Was 
to cause increased breeding behavior in rats 20 years ago. Now I] 


want to emphasize the point that he undertook the experiments to 
induce breeding behavior on perfectly sound grounds. It is a fairly 
routine vetermmary practice although I do not know that it is excellent 
pract ce to induce breeding behavior 1h COWS for ant fi lal nse Lhiddaa 
tion. 

vig five milligrams induces it: 100 milligrams will induce abor 
tion. tall de} ends on the condition of the animal and other elements 
which me oadae the effect of the estrogen. Now, with re spect to the 
effect ot est rogen in chickens and turkeys—— 

Mr. Jonas. You do concede, don’t vou. that after vou have developed 
this experiment of putting these capsules in the heads of caponettes 
and then have taken that chicken waste and fed it to the mink, you 
— there is some connection between residuum of the petiet t! ul 

as buried in the chicken heads, fed to the mink, and that the nk 
lid not conceive ¢ 

Dr. DyYerLy. W) hat I said, there is a probab lity that the feedn vO 
this to the mink was the cause of trouble, I do not admit it, but ] 
can see it was very probably the case. 

Mr. Jonas. It is the basis on which you can reaso? 
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Dr. Byreriy. In making that concession, however, I do not wish to 
cone ede any more than that. 

Mr. Jonas. And wasn’t the objective in issuing the warning the very 
thing that you and I were talking about—that there was certain danger 
in feeding caponette heads in which was a residuum of the pellet. to 
mink which, being absorbed by the animal, might have a deterrent 
effect upon the power to produce their young? Is that correct ‘ 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkui. While we are on the subject, Dr. Byerly, I wonder 
if we could agree that diethylstilbestrol is not, strictly speaking, a 
hormone. It is a chemical which acts in certain regard like a hor- 
mone. Isn't that true? 

Dr. Brerry. It is a chemical substance with estrogenic effect. 

Mr. ParKuiii. However, the effect of diethylstilbestrol differs from 
the effect produced by the natural hormone ? 

Dr. Byrerty. In some cases. 

Mr. Parxui.. Isn't it true that diethylstilbestrol, while it resem- 
bles the sex hormone and affects ester or estrum in the female, unlike 
the natural hormone, prevents ovultation ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. I don’t concede it: no. 

Mr. Jonas. You use the terms estrogenic and estrogens. How do 
vou produce estrogens? What ingredients are in them ¢ 

Dr. Brerty. Mr. Parkhill referred to diethylstilbestrol as a drug, 
a chemical consisting of a couple of carbon rings—two six-carbon 
rings with a couple of ethyl groups. 

Now, when we speak of estrogens appearing in nature, as I stated 
the tests of a stallion is one of the very richest sources. Another very 
rich source is the urine of pregnant women, and specifically we look 
for estrogen in the ovaries: and that is basically responsible, there- 
fore, for the preparation of the uterus for implantation of the cell or 
secretion of egg envelopes. In the chicken it also affects the char- 
acteristics. They will put two pellets into the back of the head of a 
young turkey, and turkeys 10 to 12 weeks old strutted. It has been 
found to bring about a stimulation of mink-mating activities. 

Diethylstilbestrol is not just another drug. Now, there is some 
confusion in the record which I should like to clear up at this time. 

Jonas. Do you have to have estreum before you get the stimu- 
lating characteristics / 

Dr. Brerty. No. 

Mr. Jonas. One is 4 ypendent on the other for production ? 

Dr. Byerty. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. All cor Mr. Parkhill; you may proceed. 

Mr. Parkxuiiy. I would like at this time to refer to the attention 
of the committee to an article by Dr. J. Deckerd Guess, on Clinical 
Experiences With Diethylstilbestrol, which article appeared in the 
Journal of the South Carolina Medical Association, volume 40, page 
303, printed at Greenville, S. C., in 1944, in which Dr. Guess states 
follows: 


lbiethylstilbestrol, originally introduced in America as stilbestrol. 

Tendeney of diethy!istilbestrol is to depress the ovary, either directly or 
through the anterior pituitary, and thus to inhibit ovultation, without which, 
of course, pregnancy cannot occur. 

rhe average dose one milligram, but one-half or oven one-fourth of a milli- 
gram may be sufficient 
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Now, if I may resume at the point of my ~ ag ame where I stopped, 
I would like to next offer an article on The Comparative Value of 
Some Horse Meat Substitutes, by Charles F. Bassett and Hugh F. 
Traverse, Fur Animal Experiment Station, Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry, USDA, Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

This article appeared in the “May 1950 issue of the American Fur 
Breeder, starting at page 6. 

Do vou have the authoriz: ition for this article, Dr. Byerly? 

Dr. Byrrerty. Yes: here it is | handing to Mr. Parkhill}. 

Mr. Parxuiti. Dr. Byerly has now produced the official memo- 
randum approving this manuscript for ap emg nag and distribution. 
It is ap proved under date of March 6, 1950, by Mr. Fladness, the Act- 
ine Chief of the Bureau. 

This article also refers to the feeding of chicken waste as being a 
satisfactory substitute and a more economical feed ingredient to use 
than horse meat. It contains no warning of danger of diethylstil- 
bestrol. It was approved nearly a month after this warning was 
issued. There are still, after that w arning in Febru: ary, printed arti- 
cles about the feeding of chic ke nm waste and not te ling of the danger. 

I would like these to be marked exhibits 29 and 30. 

(The memorandum and article above referred to were marked “Ex- 
hibits 29 and 30,” respectively, were received in evidence, and made a 
part of the record. See p. 150.) 

Mr. Parkxuiw. More than that, that article is not only printed 
May of 1950 but it was reprinted and its publication not stopped by 
the Department in the American National Fur and Market Journal 
of June 1950. It was also reprinted in the National Fur News in 
July 1950. 

Now, during this period of time, of course, March was the breedi hye 
season in 1950 and any warning issued, the date of its approval, I 
believe, was the 14th of February. That did not mean the warning 
was effective because in February it was too late to do any good inso 
far as the mink could have been fed these doped chicken heads up to 
that time. 

Mr. Jonas. We will recess until 2 o’elock. 

(Thereupon, at 12 o'clock noon, a recess was taken until 2 p. m. 
of the same day.) 


AFTER RECESS 


Mr. Jonas. Have you any additional exhibits to present? 

Mr. Parxut. Yes, s 

Mr. Jonas. All lates we will proceed with what you have. 

Mr. Parkutuyi. Mr. Chairman, I meant to say this morning that I 
have been informed that one of the circumstances about which the 
Canadian Government has been concerned has been in regard to this 
practice—first of all is the chances from eating the meat of chickens 
that have been drugged—but the Canadian Government is also con- 
cerned of the fact that here is a very potent drug which no doctor 
would give his patient a prescription to fill at a drug store and you 
could not get it at a drug store without a prescription. It is a drug 
which causes heat in the female and at the same time prevents con 
ception, and yet you can get it in every feed store. You can buy these 
pellets for $2.50 a box. I don’t think I made that statement this 
morning. I intended to. I should like to have that put in the record. 
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Now, as I recall at the time we stopped, I was just mentioning the 
fact that the Bassett article, originally published in May, referred 
to the feeding of chicken waste and without giving any warning, 
although the Department was certainly aware of the fact, having 
issued the mild warning in February. That article of Mr. Bassett’s 
Was reprinted in June in the American National Fur and Market 
Journal and I should like to introduce it in evidence as exhibit No. 31. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you mean it is reprinted in a subsequent journal ? 

Mr. Parkuiiy. Yes, it was reprinted in June of the same year. And 
then, again, it was printed in the National Fur News for July. I 
would like these two magazines containing the article to be marked 
exhibits 31 and 32. 

(The magazines above referred to were marked “Exhibits Nos. 31 
and 32,” respectively, received in evidence, and made a part of the 
record. ) 

Mr. Parkuiti. Now, in June of 1950, Mr. Bassett gave a talk be- 
fore the Wisconsin Fur Breeders Association, meeting in Milwaukee, 
Wis., on June 22, on the use and misuse of poultry waste in the feed- 
ing of ranched mink. This was later published, I believe, in July 
1950 in the Black Fox Magazine and Modern Mink Breeder. 

I should like to introduce in evidence the approval of the manu- 
script in question, dated June 15, 1950, bearing the signature of Mr. 
Fladness. the Acting Chief of the Bureau, as exhibit 33, and then I 
should like to introduce the magazine as exhibit 34, and then the re- 
lease of the article by the Department for distribution on August 31, 
1950, as exhibit 35. 

(The office memorandum, magazine, and mimeograph were marked 
“Exhibits Nos. 33, 34, and 35,” respectively, received in evidence and 
made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxui.. I should like to read briefly from this release, so to 
speak, and I would like to say in advance that this is the second warn- 
ing to the mink ranchers and the one that was inspired by the losses of 
Mr. Krueger and others in the 1950 breeding season. 

The February warning was based upon losses in the 1949 season. 
This is the warning in 1950 and is much stronger in tone than the 
February release. I will read a portion of it [reading] : 


POULTRY WASTE FROM CAPONETTES 


Quite recently a drug, diethyIstilbestrol, prepared in the form of pellets, has 
found increasing favor in the poultry industry for chemically sterilizing male 
chickens. Birds so treated are called caponettes. The size of the pellets and the 
dosage of diethylstilbestrol may vary to some extent with the manufacturer, In 


‘ 


general, however, the pellets are small, about the size of No. 8 shot, and of a 
lemon yellow color. 

In the operation of sterilizing the chickens, the pellet is injected into the neck 
of the bird about 1 inch below the back of the comb The point of the injector 
is moved around under the skin from side to side sufficiently so that an area 
is prepared where the pellet can be deposited. The injector spring is pushed for- 
ward and the pellet is placed in the prepared area. Pinching of the skin in back 
of the pellet prevents its slipping out as the injector is withdrawn. 

The length of time such pellets are effective again depends upon the dosage 
of diethylstilbestrol contained in the pellet, but one variety which is on the 
market is effective for 5 to 6 weeks, and its use is not recommended until 
the birds are to be treated are at least 6 weeks old. 
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Not only does the use of pellets of this type result in a bird whose sexual 
development has been depressed, but faster gains in weight are made, with 
less feed, the birds are very tender and tasty, and hence more desirable. 

The use of this product is increasing at a tremendous rate, particularly in 
the East, and one must recognize this fact in considering the use of poultry waste 
for feeding mink 

Last fall we received a number of letters from mink ranchers who asked if 
the use of poultry waste from caponettes might have been the causative agent 
responsible for the poor production of young, experienced during the 1949 season. 
In addition, they wished to know whether the future reproductive ability of a 
mink would be permanently injured by feeding a diet in which poultry waste 
from caponettes Was a major ingredient. 

Dr. Robert K. Enders, an agent of the Bureau, who has studied the repro- 
duction cycle of the mink for many years, visited a number of mink ranches 
in New York State during the 1949 pelting season, where poultry waste from 
caponettes had been fed. He removed the ovaries from a large number of 
carcasses of both kits and adult females, sectioned them, and studied them micro- 
scopically. 

liis findings indicated t 
arably damaged and he advised tiose ranchers whese ani ls he had exa 
to pelt all their kit females. 

The adult females, on the other hand, appeared to be affected less seriously, 
and, in his opinion, if the caponette Waste Was removed from the diet, imme 
diately those animals, in all probability, would produce normally 

In the past few weeks we have had a number of letters from ranchers who 
inadvertently fed poultry waste containing caponette viscera during the 1950 
reproduction period. One rancher with 286 mink females carried over but one 
litter of young produced and this litter was whelped by a female purchased 
from an outside ranch 3 weeks previously and mated by a male who had come 
from another ranch just a short time before 


} 
i 


at ovaries from kit females thus fed 





may be irrep 


ned 


Another rancher with a production failure of 90 percent has written in to 
ask whether caponette heads, which he fed to the exclusion of all other poultry 
viscera, might have been the causative agent for his poor productio \ neighbor 
feeding caponette heads only occasionally reported a failure of 20 percent of 
his females to mate 

Numerous reports, such as these, when combined with Dr. Enders’ findings, 
have caused us to make the following recommendation in regard to the feeding 
of caponette waste: Under no circumstances should poultry aste trom ca 
ponettes be fed to either adults or growing mink except to animals that are 
going to be pelted the following fall Mink fed caponette waste should not 


be kept over for the breeding herd 
Quite possibly other chemicals or drugs may be found which will 


disastrous result attendant upon the feeding of caponette waste to mink, and 


this problem is to receive our early attention. Until further information is avail 
able, we believe it is inadvisable to use this material in the mink diet under the 
conditions stated above. * 


I should next like to introduce as exhibit No. 36 a release by the 
Department of Agriculture under date of Aug : 1 
“Mink Production in Relatic n to Stilbestrol” by Robert Kk. Enders. 
agent, and William Lloyd Merritts, agent. Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry and Swarthmore College, cooperating. 

(The mimeograph of August 4, 1950, was marked “Exhibit No. 36,” 
received in e\ idence and made a part of this record. ) 

Mr. Parkuiiy. I would like to read this exhibit. I think this gives 
perhaps a full exposure of this whole problem from a man, one of the 
Government's agents who, with all due regard to Dr. Byerly, is a man 
who worked closer to this problem than anyone el e, , ’ 

Mr. Jonas. Who are you referring to? 


ust 4, 1950, entitled 
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Mr. Parkuiu. I am referring to Dr. Enders. The article was 
given widespread distribution. It is entitled “Mink Production in 
Relation to Stilbestrol” and it reads as follows [reading]: 

Avoust 4, 1950. 


MINK PRODUCTION IN RELATION TO STILBESTROL 


(By Robert K. Enders, agent, and William Lloyd Merrits, agent, Bureau of 
Animal Industry and Swarthmore College Cooperating) 


The use of poultry waste in the feeding of mink has become widespread. Vari- 
ous sources estimate that between 40,000 and 50,000 animals have received this 
feed during the past year. Where the product contained some active estrogen 
its use appears to have resulted in breeding failures, some complete, some partial. 
Circumstantial evidence indicates that the substance involved is diethylstil- 
bestrol. This synthetic estrongenic hormone was released for use in fattening 
poultry in the fall of 1947 and it has come into wide use in the chemical castra- 
tion of poultry and its use is being extended rapidly. It is not known whether 
all waste from caponettes which is a common name applied to treated birds is 
harmful or if it is only the pellets of the hormone that remain unabsorbed by 
the bird that cause breeding failures in mink. Here again circumstantial evi- 
dence indicates that it is the residue of the unabsorbed pellet that gives the 
waste from treated birds its undesirable quality. 

Experimental proof that diethylstilbestrol injected into or fed to female mink 
during the breeding season will bring about breeding but will interfere with 
the production of kits has been in existence for 4 years and some of the evi- 
dence was published in 1947. In fact this hormone is so potent that mink de- 
prived of their ovaries will attempt mating, if given this hormone during the 
breeding season. But diethylstilbestrol does not act like the natural estrogens 
of the mink for while it induces breeding behavior it does not bring about vulvar 
swelling. Diethylstilbestrol, moreover, interferes with the follicles in which the 
eggs are growing so in spite of breeding few if any kits will be born. 

In 1948 and 1949 we tried to get reports from mink breeders who asked for this 
hormone to use on females still unbred at the end of the season. Quite a few used 
the hormone but only a few were interested enough in the experiment to send 
in their results. Those cooperative enough to do so reported successful matings 
but no live kits so one is led to believe that the men who did not report were 
disappointed in reproduction too. These cooperators were warned at the time 
that the material was sent to them that its use was experimental, and that they 
were dealing with a very potent hormone. One must remember that these fe- 
males were not treated until it was clear that they were not likely to breed and 
that production from late matings is poor under normal conditions. It is fair to 
assume, however, that part of the failure to produce kits arose from the affect 
of the diethylstilbestrol on the ovary. 

The following cases are presented to illustrate the type of troubles encountered 
and to show how an analysis of the known facts, even where the facts are not 
supported by planned experimental work, Can point out dangers in feeding ma- 
terial suspected of containing a synthetic estrogen. Since the use of synthetic 
estrogens in fattening poultry is expected to increase threefold this year the fur 
farmer who plans to feed poultry waste should be alert to the dangers. 

When chicken waste, suspected of being from caponettes, was fed from Novem- 
ber to March the mink so fed produced not a single kit. When fed from November 
to June the same disastrous results followed as when it was fed for the shorter 
interval. No one knows how much diethylstilbestrol these animals received nor 
does anyone know how much is required over such a length of time to bring about 
these failures. It is suspected that chicken waste with diethylstilbestrol was the 
factor involved, for cats fed the same feed bred continuously but did not produce 
kittens until the feed had been discontinued for some months. The ovaries of 
kit minks fed this diet showed, on sectioning and examination under the micro- 
scope, a considerable disturbance of normal development. 

Where chicken waste, again suspected of containing materfal that had had 
pellets of diethylstilbestrol implanted under the skin, was fed over a long period 
of time but not at a high level total failure of reproduction followed the feeding. 
Here again cats living on the same feed as the mink bred furiously and continu- 
ously but did not produce kittens. This effect on cats is emphasized for ovula- 
tion in the cat follows copulation much as in the mink but unlike the mink the 
cat goes out of heat following ovulation, The continuous heat without the pro- 
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duction of kittens shows that some hormone, either the cat’s own or that taken in 
the feed, kept the cat in heat and interfered with physiological processes either 
of ovulation, fertilization, or implantation, but most probably ovulation Had 
the cats ovulated and corpora lutea formed, as under normal conditions, they 
would have gone out of heat for 36 days even though fertilization did not follow 
ovulation. We can infer that it was the failure of ovulation that was responsible 
in part for the continuous heat. This type of behavior of cats on ranches many 
miles apart but all feeding on poultry waste is indicative that in each case the 
chicken waste contained some ingredient that brought about this unnatural con 
dition, for chicken waste was about the only ingredient common to the mix fed 
at all these ranches. 

On another ranch waste containing heads of both chickens and turkeys was 
used in the feed from January until March. Subsequent checks of the source of 
supply verified the fact that some of the waste was from poultry treated 
with diethylstilbestrol. On this ranch the males would not copulate and on 
examination in early March the testes proved to be as small as they usually are 
in December. These animals were treated with iodized casein from March 15 
to April 5. Since the males were not in breeding condition three males were 
brought in from unaffected ranches Forty percent of the females bred, but of the 
females breeding only 4.4 percent bore litters. All of these litters were sired 
by one male so it is possible that the other two males were at fault. Even 
though all three males had been as good as this one male only 13.2 percent 
of the females bred would have produced litters. Because only 40 percent of 
the females were bred and because only 4.4 percent of these bore litters the 
percent of females kept over bearing litters was less than 1 percent Once 
again the reader must remember that these matings took place late in the 
season. An important finding on this ranch was that the testes of the male 
approached normal size about the first week in May. Whether this was the 
natural result of the withdrawal of some ingredient in the feed or due to the 
feeding of the iodized casein referred to before is not provable under the cir 
cumstances for the discontinuance of the suspected poultry waste and the feed 


ing of iodized casein was done simultaneously. 

Poultry waste, some of which came from caponettes, fed over the winter 
and spring but not fed continuously resulted in erratic breeding behavior and 
in some implantations but in the birth of but one kit. Animals that had been 
brought to this farm a few weeks before the breeding season reproduced nor- 
mally The kit was examined in late June and appeared to have been bor 
very late in the season. The writer would judge that it arrived nearer to June 
1 than to May 1. From the mink that were palpated it appeared that a certain 
percentage had become pregnant but the kits were dead. This is an interesting 
observation in view of the fact that this herd seems to have had a light dose of 


diethylstilbestro] and that intermittently Under such conditions it looks as 
though fertilization takes place, implantation follows, but the kits d before 
birth. It has not been proved that diethyIstilbestrol will cause mink kits to die 
before birth but this is indicated by the high percentage of females receiving 
chicken waste from caponettes that become pregnant only to resorb their young 
In sizable dosages the hormone affects the growing follicle but at a low rate of 
administration the follicle is not damaged to such an extent that ovulation 


impossible but, nevertheless, no kits are born because the egg, though fertilized 
does not deve lo} to tern The possibility that resorption Was ¢ aused by a direct 
effect of the hormone on the embryo or placenta cannot be overlooked, but direct 
evidence that it affects either the embryo or the placenta is lacking 


Another deduction that can be made from the experience on this ranch 
that at low levels of feeding kept low more |} the fact that the hori was 
fed only periodically than by dilution does not sterilize all the males al! of tl 
time. Otherwise it would be difficult to explain how so many of the fe iles 
became pregnant even though they were not able to carry kits through to birth 

Disastrous as the feeding of diethy!stilbestrol is to current production the on 
ray of hope to the rancher who has suffered is the fact that n of his breeding 
animals will produce if kept over to the next breeding seaso1 Several rancher 
have kept over mink that failed to breed after feeding poultry waste suspected 
or contait Ing naterial from caponettes On one Tarn | 16 Tel Lit’s hat ! ad 
borne litters before they were fed the hormone, 9 produced litters while 19 females 
fed the stuff when they were kits produced only 6 litters rhis is in keeping wit! 
histological observations made on ovaries secured at pelting time which ind 
cated that some of the ovaries of some of the kits appeared to be injured beyond 


rege ration. On another farm SO litters were produced by 121 femates b 
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these were not classified into adult and kit females. Apparently the Aleutians 
are hit harder than other mink but because of the smal! numbers involved it 
s not safe to say that this is due to the same factor or factors that had caused 
the trouble originally 

Males as well as females may return to normal breeding condition after the 
feeding. Apparently the percentage of sterility is not much higher than that 
found among untreated males. 

The feeding of poultry waste containing diethy|stilbestrol has other interest- 
ng physiological results but these will not be discussed here 


Mr. Parxuityi. These are considered opinions—of course we can't 
identify the instances mentioned by Dr. Enders but we think the in- 
stances he gives of recovery are not representative. 

I should like at this time to read the affidavits of two mink ranchers 
who were injured in 1949 and whose mink were examined and inspected 
by Dr. Enders. The first is that of Frederick W. Kjaer, whose affidavit 
reads as follows. The Bassett letters and Dr. Fladness’ letter were 
previously read in evidence. 

(The affidavit of Frederick W. Kjaer was marked “Exhibit No. 37,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parkuin. Mr. Kjaer’s affidavit reads as follows [reading]: 


AFFIDAVIT 


STATE OF NEW YORK, 
County of Suffolk, ss: 

Frederick Kjaer, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says as follows: 

My name is Frederick Kjaer. I am a mink rancher, living at Smithtown, Long 
Island, N. Y. I have knowledge of the facts and am executing this affidavit in 
support of H. R. 846, a bill for the relief of Henry J. Krueger 

Following a recommendation by the United States Department of Agriculture 
which came to my attention in November 1948, I began including chicken waste, 
composed in part of chicken heads, as a part of the diet fed to my mink. On 
January 5, 1949, I wrote to Mr. Charles F. Bassett, Director of the United States 
Fur Animal Experiment Station at Saratoga Springs, N. Y., inquiring, among 
other things, about the matter of feeding chicken waste to mink. I did not retain 
a copy of my letter. However, I received an answer from Mr. Bassett, dated 
January 17, 1949, a copy of which is marked “Exhibit A,” attached hereto, incor- 
porated herein by reference, and made a part of this affidavit 

Early in 1949 seven male mink and one female died, which was an unprece- 
dented mortality from my experience. 

Breeding in March of 1949 was very hard. The males tried to work, but none 
of them could. I borrowed seven proven males from other ranchers and en- 
deavored to breed my 60 female mink. Not a single one of the 60 females 
produced a single kit. 

On March 15, 1949, I again wrote Mr. Bassett, advising him of the difficulty 
in breeding that was being encountered on my ranch. I did not retain a copy 
of my letter. However, Mr. Bassett on March 17, 1949, answered my letter, a 
copy of which is marked “Exhibit B,” attached hereto, incorporated herein by 
reference, and made a part of this affidavit. 

On April 6, 1949, I wrote Dr. Seibold, of the Bureau of Animal Industry, in 
regard to one of my minks which had died and its carcass forwarded by me te 
the Bureau for laboratory examination. I did not retain a copy of my letter, 
but in it I reported to him the difficulty in breeding encountered on my ranch. 
My letter was answered on April 26, 1949, by S. O. Fladness, Acting Chief of the 
Bureau, a copy of his letter being marked “Exhibit C,” attached hereto, incor- 
porated herein by reference, and made a part of this affidavit. 

In June 1949, after no kits had been produced in the whelping season in May, 
I investigated, and for the first time learned that the chicken waste I had been 
feeding was from chickens doped with diethylstilbestrol, and I learned from 
Dr. Hilbert, of the Farmingdale Agricultural Institute, that it was the diethylstil- 
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bestrol that caused the breeding failure. I, therefore, immediately discontinued 


feeding chicken waste. 

In the fall Dr. Robert K. Enders visited my ranch and examined my mink 
They were hairless, of poor color, and generally in poor pelting condition. He 
advised me that the effects of the drug would be only temporary, so I pelted the 
poorest stock and kept and endeavored to breed in the 1950 season 33 of the old 
females. I purchased five new males and kept what I considered to be the best 
of the drugged ones. In the breeding season in March 1950 breeding was again 
hard. The new males could all work, but were not interested in the females 
A few of my old males worked, but only one sired a litter. 

Fifteen of the retained females were adults in 1949; of these 
breed and five produced no kits. Of the remaining nine, one lost her litter imme- 
diately after birth because of a lack of milk as a result of the effects of the drug. 
The remaining eight litters were as follows: 


one would not 


I Male re I r Mak I 
] 4 ) 2 2 
{ 7 7 
0 2 8 


Fifteen of the retained females were adults in 1949; of these, one would not 
breed and five produced no kits. Of the remaining nine, one lost her litter imme- 
diately after birth because of a lack of milk as a result of the effects of the drug 


The remaining eight litters were as follows: 


Since good brood females produce litters of four or more kits, all females 
producing less than four being pelted, these adult mink should normally 
foul Litters No. 2, 4, 6, and 7 were therefore ab 


} 1 


isset 


produce litters of at least 
normally low, so that only 4 out of the 15 adults retained are 
as good breeding stock following the effects of the drug 

The other 1S retained females had been kits in 1949. Of these, 1 did not breed 


te he 


and 4 produced no kits. Of the remaining 15, 8 lost litters after birth because 
of the lack of milk caused by the effects of the drug rhe remaining 5 ters 
were as follows: 

i Mak I ] M i 
1 - : ~ 
Tenens 2 2 


Thus, out of the 18 kits bred, only two are to be classed as good breeding stock 
following the effects of the drug. 

The kits produced in 1950 are in good pelt condition, but I have no informa- 
tion as to whether or not it Would be safe to keep any of them for breeding stock. 

FREDERICK W. KJAER 

of February, A. D. 1951, 

Eva SCHECHTER, 
Notary Public, State of Neu York 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 26th day 


Commission expires March 30, 1952 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION, 
3UREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY, 
Loca. Orrice, UNITED STATES FuR ANIMAL EXPERIMENT STATION, 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y., January 17, 1949. 
Mr. FrRepERICK KJAER, 
Croft Lane, Smithtown, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Ksarer: Your letter of January 5 has just been received. 

No one knows whether or not it is absolutely necessary to cook poultry waste 
to avoid various forms of food poisoning. Most authorities in the past have 
claimed that such a procedure was absolutely necessary, but there is some 
question being raised now as to whether or not this is true. I would suggest 
that you reject any material in which decomposition has started, and that if you 
wish to play absolutely safe that you boil the waste you obtain in a kettle for 30 
minutes, or if you have facilities for cooking under pressure, heat it at 15 pounds 
pressure for 15 minutes 

We have conducted some minor tests to determine whether the cooking of 
poultry waste is necessary, and our work to date suggests that there is little 
difference between the results of the cooked and the uncooked waste, as far as 
the health of the animals is concerned. Cooking, of course, requires mnore labor, 
results in a product that is not quite so palatable to the mink, and decreases 
to some extent the digestibility of the nutrients present. However, because of 
the fact that we have, on one or two occasions, lost twoeor three mink from an 
as yet unidentified cause, we believe that until more is known that one should 
play safe and cook the poultry waste. 

Our precedure in processing this material has been to remove the gizzard lin- 
ings and contents and any metal or celluloid leg bands from the ftegs in order 
to avoid injury to the grinder. Such gall bladders as may be present occur in such 
small amounts that it would be unnecessary to remove them 

At one time there was a Farmers’ Bulletin on diseases of fur bearing animals. 
This bulletin is now out of circulation, but it is my understanding that it is 
being revised and will appear again some time in tl very near future. Neither 
do we have any leaflets or bulletins on the genetics of mink breeding Most 
of the information in this respect you wil! have to obtain from the trade papers, 
although there is a sper al bulletin which was published in Deceribe r 1946 by 
the Agricultural Experiment Station, University of Wisconsin, Madison, Wis. 
I would suggest that you write to Dr. Richard M. Shackelford at the above 
address, asking if any more of these bulletins are available for distribution. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES F. Bassert, Director. 


UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT ¢ AGRI 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATIE¢ 
BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY, 
LOCAL OFFICE, T ED STATES Fur ANIMAL EXPERI STATION, 


Naratoga Springs, N Y., March 17, 1949. 
Mr. FREDERICK KJAER, 
Box S2, Nnrithtoicn, \ 4 


Drar Mr. Ksaer: Your letter of March 15 has been received 


I am sorry that we have no information that will help in correcting the con 
dition you have described as occurring among your mink I would surmise 


from the inforniation that you have included in your letter that your males are 


too fat, for one thing, and that this may be one cause of their inactivity 

Glancing through your ration, I am impressed by the tremendously high amount 
of protein that you are including in your feed, particularly the chicken waste 
and ocean fish. While it is true that the cereal you use only runs about 12 p 
cent protein, you are including yeast, alfalfa meal, and dried tomato pulp, which 
I believe you will find also in the cereal you feed, and in addition you are inelu 
ing bonemeal, which is unnecessary in view of the large amount of bone present 
in both the fish and the chicken heads. It is true that you have since discontinued 
the bonemeal, but its addition at that particular time was unnecessary, although 
I do not think it was primarily responsible for the diffi 

For some time I have had a theory, which as yet I have been unable to prove, 


that under some conditions urinary caleuli or bladder stones may be caused by 


ulty ence intered 


ul 


feeding a very high meat diet. Certain it is that where we are plagued with 
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large numbers of animals afflicted with bladder stones several years ago, I can- 
not recall a single instance that has occurred in the last 5 years, during which 
time we have fed, as a general rule, 50 percent meat and meat products, or less. 

I do not know of anything that you can do at present to remedy the situation 
as far as those animals now affected are concerned. I would try to cut down 
on the chicken heads and flounders so that, together, they did not constitute 
more than 40 pounds in every 100 pounds of the diet you feed, and I would 
attempt to include from 5 to 10 percent fresh or fresh frozen liver from now until 
the kits are weaned. Livermeal or the powdered liver to which you refer un- 
doubtedly has most of the minerals present that are found in fresh liver, but in 
the manufacturing process I think a considerable amount of the vitamins are 


destroved. Liver is a particularly rich source of folic acid, one of the B vitamins 
which workers at the University of Wisconsin have shown Is Vitally hecessar) 
for the health and well-being of mink. I believe it is no exaggeration to say that 


n thal 


mink are known to require relatively more of this particular vitam 
of the other species with which I am familiar. 

Let me suggest that vou consider the following two recommendations: First, 

‘» up the fresh liver, as indicated previously ; second 

ion. This 





reduce your meat and s 
cut down on your feed until these animals are in good breeding condi 
can be done by omitting one feeding per day, if you feed twice daily, or by cutting 
the amount of feed they are now getting, in half. The reduction in food allowed 
will cause a much greater activity on the part of the mink, which, in turn 
have a tendency to cut down considerably on the fat they are now carrying. Ad 
mittedly these two recommendations are shots in the dark, because it is difhe 
to know just what factor or factors nay be responsible for your trouble 

We do not conduct autopsies of animals here at the station. I would suggest 
if an animal dies that you wished posted, that you freeze it, pack it in dry ice, 
and ship it to Dr. Siebold, Pathological Division, Bureau of Animal Industry, 


il 


Agricultural Research Administration, Washington 25, D. C., arranging so that 
the package will arrive at his office on any day, Monday through Friday. You 
must be careful to plan such a shipment so that it arrives in Washingto n the 
quickest possible time 
Very truly yours, 
CTLARLI EF. Basser, Directo 


Mr. Parxniti. Now, I have the affidavit of Howard Kirsch, which 
Ll offer as « xhibit No. 38. 

(The affidavit of Howard Kirsch was marked “Exhibit No. 38,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. 


Mr. Parkuin. Mr. Kirsch’s affidavit reads as follows [reading 


STATE OF NEW YORK, 
County of Nassau, ss: 


AFFIDAVIT 


Howard Kirsch, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says as follows 

My name is Howard Kirsch. I live at Hempstead, N. Y. I operate and for 
many years have operated a mink ranch at Hempstead, N. Y. I have knowledge 
of the facts and execute this affidavit in support of H. R. 846, a bill for the relief 
of Henry J. Krueger. 

Previous to the March 1949 breeding season, I was feeding my mink chicken 
waste upon the recommendation of the Department of Agriculture. Following 
the breeding season in 1949, eight of my female mink had false pregnancies, 
hemorrhaged, and bled to death. Moreover, out of 163 bred females 160 produced 
ho kits. 

About May 10, 1949, I submitted my problem to Dr. Hilbert, of Farmingdale 
Agricultural Institute, immediately after discovering that the chicken waste | 
had been purchasing and feeding was from chickens doped with a drug called 
diethy|stilbestrol. Dr. Hilbert advised me that all of my troubles were attributable 
to this drug, which accounted for the death of the eight females and the failure 
of the others to produce kits I immediately stopped feeding chicken waste 

In November, Dr. Robert K. Enders, of the Department of Agriculture, exam 
ined my animals. He said that the effects of the drug were only temporary and 
so I did not pelt off the damaged mink, but retained 120 of the 
in 1950. Of this number, 56 were adults in 1949 and the 1 ining 64 were kit 


I had no trouble with the males working in either 1949 or 1950 


té Lies to Hres 








4? MINK CLAIMS 


In 1950, of the 56 retained adult females, 7 would not breed, 4 died with 
kits. 18 lost litters right after birth for want of miik due to the effects of the 
drug, and 19 produced no kits. The remaining 18 litters were as follows: 


Litter Males Females Litter Males Females Litter Males Fen 
l 4 2 7 l { 
4 2 s ; 2 + ) ! 
l y ¢ 
{ { { 10 2 e l 
l ll y 4 2 l l 
( 0 12 l s 2 2 


Since to be qualified as breeding stock, female mink must produce litters of 
four or more, all of these females should have produced litters of four or more. 
However, litters Nos. 6, 7, 12, 13, 14, 16, and 17 were abnormally low, indicating 
that the breeding characteristics of these animals had been damaged by the 
effects of the drug. Therefore, only 11 out of 56 female adults can be classed as 
good breeding stock following the cousumption of the chicken heads containing 
diethylstilbestrol. 

Of the 64 retained females which had been kits in 1949, 13 lost litters right 
after birth for want of milk due to the effects of the drug, 18 produced no kits, 
and 33 had litters as follows: 


Litter Ma Femak Litter Mak Females Litter Mal Pema! 
} 2 2 2 2 4 
4 9 % 
; - ; 

2s + e 

} 9 a l 

Therefore out of 64 kits bred in 1950 onlw 24 are to be classed as good 
} ; 


reeding stock following the effects of the drug 
Howakrkp J. Kirscu. 


~ SCE LOGS I sworn to before me this 27th ¢ of February A. DTD. 1951. 
EDWIN C, ETZEI 
tary Public, State of New York ( 1ii n Nassau County. 
Commission expires March 30, 1951 


Mr. Pat KILL, Next | should like to introduce the October 1950 
issue of the American Fur Breeder, where, at page 17, is an article 
by Dr. W. L. Roberts, of Federal Foods, Inc., Thiensville, Wis., under 
the title “What Happens When Pellet-Inserted Chicken Heads Are 
Fed.” and in this article Dr. Roberts describes what is. so far as I know, 
the only controlled experiment that had been made of the kind Dr. 
Byerly was talking about this morning, in the feeding of diethylstil- 
bestrol to mink to simulate the conditions that exist when they are 
eating the doped chicken heads. I will just read three short para- 
graphs | reading |: 


WHat HaprpeENsS WHEN PELLET-INSERTED CHICKEN HEADS ARE FED? 


* * Revinning March 17 (a few days before breeding) each of the four 
females received 150 gamma 0.00007 percent diethylstilbestrol daily (1 gamma 


equals one-millionth of 1 gram). Each of the females came from a different 
litter, and each was bred by a different male. The females bred readily. None 
of the females produced kits. All males used for brecding these females pro 


duced voung via other females fed the same food, containing no diethylstilbestrol! 
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Litter-mate females of the females fed diethylstilbestrol produced kits. * * * 
This test proves that diethylstilbestrol at a 150-gamma-per-day level will prevent 
female mink from producing young. It is assumed that much smaller levels 
would also prevent reproduction. * * * 

Since 150 gamma per day caused loss of hair, drastic reduction in food cor 
sumption, inactivity, excessive fatness, and sterility, it is reasonable to assume 
that the ration that caused disasters in 1950 contained much lower levels of 
diethylstilbestrol ; because these mink, that failed to produce young, did not 
show such visible symptoms as loss of hair. * * * 

I offer this magazine containing that article as exhibit No. 39. 

(The magazine referred to was marked “Exhibit No. 39.” received 
in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Jonas. Was the gentleman who wrote that article in the employ 
of the Federal Department ¢ 

Mr. ParKHILL. No: he was employed by Federal Foods, Ine. 

Mr. Jonas. A private enterprise / 

Mr. Parkuinti. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. What are his qualifications ¢ 

Dr. Byreriy. He is an excellent man. 

Mr. Jonas. He is qualified to testify to the situation / 

Dr. Byreriy. He is an excellent man. 

Mr. Parxuiiyi. I would now like to submit the affidavit of Dr. 
Roland K. Meyer, as exhibit No. 40. 

(Affidavit of Dr. Roland K. Meyer was marked “Exhibit No. 40,” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 

AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
County of Dane, ss: 

Dr. Roland Kk Meyer, being duly sworn upon his oath deposes and says as 
follows 

My\ name is R dand Ix Mey¢ - and I ati a professor of zoology at the Univer 
sity of Wisconsin, having held this position since 195s. Prior to that time I was 

an assistant professor of zoology, University of Wisconsin, from 1935-38. From 
I9s0 to 1932 1 was a national research fellow on the staff of the anatomy de 


partment, medical schor University of Rochester, Rochester, N. \ ] 33 I 
had a special fellowship in the anatomy department at Rocheste1 In 1933-35 
I was on the research staff of the Upjohn Co. of Kalamazoo, Mich. My field 
of research and teaching has been embryology and endocrinology, particular 
in the field of endocrinology ot reprodu tion In my present position I teach 
enibryology and endocrinology, do research, and supervise the research work 
of approximately SO graduate students in the field of endocrinolog 

I have made or supervised numerous experiments with the svnthetic hormone 
diethyistilbestrol especially as related to power of this substance to cause 


atrophy of the male and female gonads in laboratory animals, and to the mech 
unism of its action on the ge nads 

Diethylstilbestrol, or stilbestrol for short, is an estrogenic synthetic hormone 
whose action is similar to that of the natural hormone estrone, or estradiol, 
which is normally produced by the ovaries and which induces the occurrence 
of estrum or heat in the female. However, it is considerably more potent than 


the natural hormone as well as cheaper. It can also be administered orally, or 
it may be injected subcutaneous) Because of the general heat stability of 
hormones of this type, I am of the opinion that cooking will not destroy its 
effects 

rhe effects of the administration of stilbestrol are essentially the same in 
the animals in which it has been studied. In addition to inducing heat, its 
tendency is to depress the ovary and thus to inhibit ovulation, so that preg 
nancy cannot occur. When administered to male animals it causes the testes to 
atrophy irom my observations it causes an atrophy and nonfunction of the 


ovaries or testes of animals to which it has been administered, if the dose is 
large enough. 

I have dissected and examined female mink fed the comparatively sma 
dosage of diethylstilbestrol of 0.15 milligram per day for 82 days before slaugh 
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tering. The condition of the mink, and particularly of their ovaries, was con- 
sistent with and similar to that of the other female animals administered stil- 
bestrol which I have examined. I am of the opinion that the ingestion by mink 
of 0.15 milligram of stilbestrol daily immediately before or during the breeding 
season would definitely inhibit the reproductive ability of the animals. 

ROLAND K. MEYER. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 27th day of February A. D. 1951. 

[SEAL] BEATRICE SELLERY, 

Notary Public, Dane County, Wis. 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Byerly, who was the previous man who wrote that 
article ¢ 

Dr. Byrerty. Dr. Roberts. 

Mr. Jonas. Could you for the record state some of his qualifications ? 

Dr. Byerity. Dr. Roberts has been a consultant and I believe a 
pioneer in Federal Foods, Inc., in Wisconsin, for a number of years. 
His qualifications with respect to mink feeding are unchallenged. 
He is accepted by everyone and we have reason to believe that he 1s 
highly competent. 

Mr. Jonas. What school did he graduate from ? 

Dr. Breriy. I do not know, but I can find out for the record. 

Mr. Jonas. What degrees does he hold ¢ 

Dr. Byeriy. He is a Ph. D. 

Mr. Jonas. All right, Mr. Parkhill. 

Mr. Parkuity. Now, I should like to introduce at this time three 
advertising folders issued by two different companies that manufac- 
ture the diethylstilbestrol pellets. I think these pamphlets will be 
of interest to the committee. They establish what is in the pellets— 
what the drug is. They show that there is a residue present when 
bird is slaughtered ; they show that that residue is in the neck, or likely 
to be; they show how the thing is injected; they show by figures how 
it is used; they state: 

Capette pellets implanted in male birds chemically inhibit male characteristics 
and produce caponlike appearance and quality. They assume some of the out- 
ward appearance of females. In cocks, the crowing, fighting, and maleness lessen 
and disappear ; the comb and wattles regress and become p ale. ‘The testes shrink 
and degenerate temporarily. After the pellet is absorbed (about 9 weeks) the 
functioning of the testes is regained. In young cockerels 6 to 10 weeks of age 
the pellets cause the birds to look and act like pullets. The most startling change 
in young cockerels will be evidenced in the dressed bird, due to the broadened 
breast and even fat distribution. 

The gain in weight of birds treated with Capette pellets will vary from 4 to 1 
pound, depending on the breed, food, raising conditions, and the age of the bird 
when treated. Weight comparison should always be made on dressed birds, 


#. 


since the ratio of dressed weight to live weight greatly favors the treated birds. 


Then they go on and give suggested uses of Capette pellets and give 
detailed directions for using. They tell when they should be admin- 
istered and discuss possible ‘physiological effects of Capette pellets on 
chickens or humans, and in regard to this they say 


The small amount of estrogen (diethylstilbestrol) found in the flesh of the 
bird at any time after the implantation is not harmful to the consumer. However, 
it is essential that the pellet be implanted near the comb so that any pellet residue 
will be discarded with the head. Capette pellets should not be confused in any 
way with estrogenic products used experimentally in some poultry research 
centers and involving estrogens not accepted for public use in chickens 
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They recommend the use of these pellets for chickens and turkeys, 
and give considerable information in regard to the commercial appli- 
cation of the drug. 

I would like to have these marked for identification as “Exhibits 
1, 42, and 43.” 

Nos. 41 and 42 are issued by Wick & Fry, Inc., of Cumberland, Ind., 
and its sole distributor is the Anderson Box Co., of Indianapolis, who 
describe their product, which they call Capette pellets. 

The other pamphlet is issued by the Vineland Poultry Laboratories, 
of Vineland, N. J., and thev describe what they call “Vineland Ten- 
derettes,” under that trade name, manufactured by a different 
conrpany. 

I think I have sufficiently indicated the pertinent parts of these 

(The documents referred to were thereupon marked, respectively, 
“Exhibits Nos. 41, 42, and 13.” were received in evidence, and were 
made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Jonas. I made a note this morning and will ask this: Is there 
any way of determining how much of a pellet remains in a chicken 
head at the time of slaughtering? In other words, you insert a cer- 
tain number of grams in the chicken head; how many grams of the 
drug are unabsorbed at the time of slaughtering / 

Mr. Parxuin. Fifteen milligrams go in, Judge, and I think it is 
only fair to answer your question by saying that nobody can deter- 
mine just what the residue will be in any particular instance. I gave 
vou the figures this morning of experiments of Dr. Lorenz. He found 
that where 25 milligrams were implanted about one-half was absorbed 
in 4 weeks. However, there may be other factors involved, other than 
the time element. I think Dr. Byerly, who is an expert in the poultry 
field, can answer the question better than I can. 

Dr. Byerty. Biological assays are made with rats and mice, which 
are not exactly comparable. There have been biological assays made, 
and I think not more than 5 milligrams have been found or reported 
in any case, after 4 weeks, and usually it is a much smaller amount. 

Mr. Jonas. How long a period of time do you require to elapse 
before the chicken is ready to be slaughtered for the market / 

Dr. Byeriy. It is usually 4 to 6 weeks, from the standpoint of profit, 
and sometimes as long as 8 weeks. 

Mr. Jonas. Let us take a maximum of 6 weeks. Can we agree for 
the record that if you leave a pellet in a chicken’s head a maximum of 
6 weeks there still is some unabsorbed portion of that pellet remaining 
in the chicken’s head ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. Yes, sir: but we would have to guess as to the amount. 
My guess would be there might be as much as 10 percent residuum. 
That is a pure guess. 

Mr. Jonas. That is your best judgment ? 

Dr. Byeriy. Correct. 

Mr. Parxuu. I should now like to introduce a letter from Wick 
& Fry, the manufacturer of the Capette pellets, addressed to the Tra- 
bert Mink Ranch, Elgin, Il]. I shall only refer to one short paragraph 
of it here, in regard to the effect upon mink. 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 44.” 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record. ) 


81917—51 ser. < t 
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Wick & Fry, the manufacturers, say there is definite danger of ster- 
ilizing both animals, male and female, if fed an amount of the heads 
that have been removed from treated birds, because, though the amount 
in each head would probably be quite small, the concentrated amount 
in a number of heads would be sufficient to cause at least temporary 
sterility, though they should revert to normal after the effects did 
wear off. 

That latter conclusion, we contend, is a mistaken one; but in the 
same letter, however, they do admit that in its application to birds, 
the birds sometimes do not lose the effect entirely, and in those in- 
dividuals normal activity is not completely regained. 

Mr. Jonas. While we are discussing this subjec t, it is not quitesclear 
to me how you process this mink food. After the chickens are 
slaughtered, do you take the raw product and send it to a refinery, 
or what is done? 

Dr. Byerty. These chickens pass through normal channels of trade. 
Now, they have to go through a plant in order to justify the expense. 
They are handled in the normal channels of trade. The job is the 
implantation of the pellet in a portion of the anatomy of the bird not 
normally eaten by humans. It is high enough in the head so that a 
small portion of the neck goes with the head, and there is, in our opin- 
ion, very little danger of any of the residuum of the pellet passing 
into human consumption. 

Mr. Jonas. All right. We have eliminated the possibility that 
there will be a detrimental effect on humans. But after the head is 
removed from the marketable part of the chicken, what do you do 
with it, in its raw state? What is done with it then? 

Dr. Byrerty. Most of these, I think, would find their way into 
butcher-shop scrap, which is collected variously for garbage, for feed- 
ing of hogs, and for other fattening purposes. Some of it, I suppose, 
would go into the garbage, household garbage, which normally does 
not go into feeding channels at all. 

Mr. Jonas. Is it processed with heat, or do you use it in its raw 
state? Do you take it in its raw state directly from the butcher’s 
market direct to the mink without other proce essing / 

Dr. Byerty. Some mink ranchers cook it but most of them, I believe, 
obtain a supply of fresh and uncooked chicken waste, enough to last 
several days or a week, and they feed it raw. 

Mr. Parkuiu. It is ground first. They obtain it from the chicken 
dressers, the chicken processors. I am probably more familiar with 
it. in that we have enormous hatcheries that furnish the birds to the 
farmers who raise the chickens. The farmer generally sells his chick- 
ens to the chicken dresser and the chicken dresser will eviscerate the 
birds, and then the chicken waste is sold to the mink ranchers, who, in 
turn, will clean the heads and feet, removing the bills and claws, and 
celluloid and metal leg bands. The ranchers have tremendous lockers, 
where they keep this ‘stuff until it comes time for mixing a batch of 
food, which requires so many pounds of chicken waste to so much of 
other things. Then all those things are mixed together, and then that 
is fed tothe mink. That is the general practice as I am familiar with it. 

Dr. Byrrerty. We have had some direct experience in the past few 
inonths. Asa matter of fact, with the cooperation of several agencies, 
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we have gone to a great deal of trouble to get an amount of caponette 
offal of known history, and we have had a real problem in getting as 
much as 200 pounds, and we are currently trying to get 200 pounds 
more of caponette waste. It is not easy to find caponette waste of 
known origin, of 100 percent caponette waste. 

Conversely, in this area, where many chickens are to be found, it is 
difficult to find 200 pounds of waste where young chickens are slaugh 
tered that could be guaranteed free of caponettes. You would have 
to know the farm of origin from which the chickens came. Then, too, 
it is very diflicult to recognize the head. Some of them you might 
recognize, and some you could identify, and then others you could 
hot identify the point of injection. 

I emphasize that it is hard to say that this waste material came from 
caponettes unless you know those chickens came from this farm and 
that this farm did during a certain period use the pellets and produced 
cauponettes. 

Mr. Parkuity. What you are saying, Doctor, is that it is hard to 
find chicken waste that came solely trom doped chickens. 

Dr. Byrrty. On demonstrated problems, you have to know all 
these data. 

Mr. Jonas. Have you ever carried on any experiments that would 
tend to show that the effectiveness of diethy Istilbestrol was destroyed 
by freezing or heating? In other words, does freezing have a tendency 
to destroy the drug or render it harmless when taken by animals? 

Dr. Byrrerty. Dr. Mever has issued a statement that it was heat 
stable and we would not anticipate any material change if it were 
heated. 

Mr. Jonas. Then, apparently, if you put if through a freezing 
process or a heating process, it will not be destroyed. 

Dr. Byreruy. I think, barring extreme treatment. that would b 
correct. 

Mr. Jonas. All right. Go right ahead. 

Mr. PARKHILL. | would next like to offer 1! evidence, “as exh Dit 
No. 4% the affidavit ot Henry Marlowe, of Hu tley, Ll. whi h reads 
as follows (reading 

(The document referred to was th reupon marked “Exh bit No 15? 


. > at 
received in evidence, and made a part of the record, } 
STAT OF ILLINOIS, 
County of McHe nru, 88: 

Henry Marlowe, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says as follows 

My name is Henry Marlowe. I reside at Huntley, Il 1 ¢ and operate 
there a chicken hatchery and also a farm where the chickens are taken for 
finishing when they are 4 weeks old 

On Sepember 14, 1949, 1 purchased from Anderson Box Co., of Indianapolis 


Ind., 1,000 diethylstilbestrol pellets sold under the trade name of Capettes 
and manufactured by Wick & Fry of Cumberland, Ind I later purchased an 
additional 28,000 identical pellets: of this number 10,000 were delivered to the 


farm on November 25, 1949; 9.900, on November 29, 1949, and 8,000, on April ¢ 
1950. All of these pellets were implanted in chickens taken to the farm from 
the hatche r\ beginning right after the delivery of the pel ets to the farm The 
chickens were implanted with the pellets at approximately 5 weeks of age and 


the average slaughtering age was 13 weeks After the 19.000 pellets take! 
the farm in November were exhausted no more chickens ere implanted unt 


April 6, 1950 
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The number of birds delivered to the chicken farm from the hatchery after 
the purchase of the first pellets until the end of May and the dates when they 
were delivered are as follows: 


to ae Eres eae oe ee tb i eee ee 560 
Nov. 5, 1949. ..__ eas SS if i me cee 4,130 
Nov. 14, 1949 Le icngneremicenasoge tt a a ae ae letiuaceataeen oak ae 
Nov: 26, Ieee~.+-d.~<. 3,065 | Apr. 12, 1950__- _- ava yf 
See; | 3B | Bena tend sii Gi See + Ber. 35, 900... ....... bute dcke aie 965 
a a” eames SO ee ee . 1,850 
Dec. 31, 1949__- PR Ue a le Pini. 
Jan. 4, 2200... bs bn De 3, 120 | Apr. 29, 1950. rae RES 380 
Jan. 14, 195 3,255} May 6, 1959 7 : ; S40 
eee. 2A TRO ix 125 | May 12, 1950 __-.- artes 669 
Qo a eh Pye 1, 900 | 


Commencing on December 3, 1949, I sold chickens from the farm to Donald 
Baier, of Dundee, I11., in the number and on the dates as follows: 


Dee; 8, 3000 355... Sey t,o | eens seen ae 1, 075 
Dee, 2, aeae..-.. ase a 500 | Feb. 20, 1950__-_~- oe .. 2,683 
Dec. 19, 1949___- ; a0.) SS =e eee 
Dec. 20, 1949_ SA. _._ 1,340] Apr. 21, 1950 Bi f-% S , 200 
Jan. 23, 1950 Phi rues} 480 | May 15, 1950 S00 
Pe Bi (ee dab dwn 964 | May 25, 1950___--~- Pad ee 212 


Commencing on December 16, 1949, I sold chiekens from the farm to Glenn 
Hamun, of Elgin, 11., in the number and on dates as follows: 


Dec, 06;- 7908: cS 7 5601 Feb, —, 1950. ____— PF ae 262 
te oe oe 310} Mar. —, 1950__ Fe a 6 ae 150 
i i = e 7111 Mar. —, 1960 ....... .. eer 568 
Dec. 29, 1949_- ? me 1,014 | Mar. Rn . 1,024 
Jan. 4, 1950_— a 1, 725 | Mar. he | AE ee Oe ae 225 
Jan. 10, 1950__ _. 1,872] Mar. —, 1950-_-- : ; ‘ 400 
Feb. 10, 1950____~_ edd 250 | Apr. 7, 1950 = . 964A 
Feb. —, 1950______- ati aS FOE ee ee eee ae 270 
iM — :......... oes 


Henry Marlowe. 


Subseribed and sworn to before me this 26th day of February A. D. 1951. 
MILpRED ANDERSON, 
Notary Public. 

Dr. Brrerty. What is the total number of chickens raised? Does 
it correspond with the 29,000 pellets? 

Mr. Parkuiy. My understanding is that they treated all chickens 
except there was a little gap at the beginning. 

Dr. Byerty. Then—— 

Mr. Jonas. It involved approximately 29,000 chickens. 

Mr. Parkuinti. There were slightly over. What happened was 
this: If I may suggest making an analysis of this thing, about 30 
percent, perhaps, of a lot, on October 24, 1949, were implanted, and 
then there were none implanted until a group that were on the farm 
on the 25th, which had been brought there at 4 weeks of age, on 
November 14. Subsequently, all were implanted, or substantially 
all of them. Certainly all of them for a period of time well into 
March—in other words, the birds in which we are interested. So, 
as a practical matter, you will find from these figures they implanted 
all of his birds. 

Mr. Jonas. What is the probative value of that? What do you 
intend to show by those figures ? 

Mr. Parkuitt., Mr. Marlowe is the man who doped the chickens 
whose heads were fed to Henry Krueger’s mink. This is the start 
of the chain. 
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Mr. Jonas. This is the source from which started all of the evil, 
as it traveled along ¢ 

Mr. Parxuity. This is the start of the chain that got the drug into 
the mink. 

Next. I would like to read the affidavit of Donald Baier, of 
Dundee, Il. 

I would like to have this marked “Exhibit No. 46.” 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 
46,” received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxuiuy. The affidavit of Mr. Baier reads as follows 
[reading |: 

AFFIDAVI1 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
County of Kane, 8s: 

Donald Baier, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says as follows: 

My name is Donald Baier. I reside at Dundee, Ill., and operate a poultry 
dressing plant there. 

During the period from December 1, 1949, to June 1, 1950, I purchased and 
slaughtered chickens upon some 15 different dates from the farm of Henry 
Marlowe, at Huntley, Ill. During the above period I purchased from Mr. Mar- 
lowe approximately 14,000 chickens. All were slaughtered within 3 days of 
purchase. Approximately 70 percent of the chickens purchased from Mr. Mat 
lowe, together with chickens purchased from others, were eviscerated and the 
heads and feet sold to George Postma on Schaumberg Road, near Elgin, Ill 

During the above period, George Postma purchased all the chicken waste 
(heads and feet) from my plant immediately after the birds were eviscerated 
and this included all chickens purchased from Mr. Marlowe and eviscerated 

LION ALD BAI KR 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 26th dav of February A. D. 1951 
WILLIAM A. LAMzZ, Notary Publ 


Mr. Parkuity. Next. I have the affidavit of George Postma. 

Dr. Byerty. How many chickens did Mr. Baier handle ¢ 

Mr. Parkuiti. Mr. Baier said that 25 percent were from Mr. 
Marlowe’s. 

In othe words, Mr. ( hairman, Yd percent of the chicken heads 
that were in this ehis ken waste that was fed to Mr. Krueger's m nk, 
that Is. doped chicken heads, came from Mr. M irlowe’s pari and ¢o 
pr reent of the « hicke n heads ¢ ame from other sources 

I woul | like Mr. Postm v’s affidavit to be marked “Ex bit No. 47 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 


ive recelved In ey idence, and made a part ot the recorc. ) 


Mr. Parkuityi. Mr. Postma’s affidavit reads as follows [reading 

S OF ILLINOIS 
('¢ / f 8 
AFFIDAVI 

George Pos i, being duly sworn upon his oath, depose nd say is Ws: 

My name is George Postma l am a mink ra! eC] ; han erg 
Road near Route 59 in Cook County, Ill. I am acquainted with the facts 
hereinafter stated and am making this affidavit i ipport of H. R 1} I 
for the relief of Henry J. Krueger 

Shortly after reading an article in the November 1948 e of American F 
Breeder in regard to the feeding of poultry aste to mink, I beg purch ng 
chicken waste from Donald Baier of Dundee, IIL, and i iding such chicken 
Waste as approximately 30 percent « he diet fed my mir Tl hicken wast 
COoOnLS SI “(1 of he ds and Teet ar \ and ho \ ceri ime ri ‘ hg I 


und a half chicken heads per pound of waste 
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Between December 38, 1949, and May 28, 1950, I purchased a total of 15,741 
pounds of chicken waste (heads and feet) from Mr. Baier. During this period, 
I was hauling the chicken waste from Mr. Baier’s dressing plant 5 days a week 
(Tuesday through Saturday) and was purchasing all of his chicken waste. Be- 
tween these dates I made two sales of chicken waste to Henry J. Krueger, of 
Elgin, lL, one on December 19, 1949, consisting of 1,560 pounds, and one on 
January 25, 1950, consisting of 1,000 pounds. All of this waste was obtained 
from Mr. Baier within the preceding 2 or 3 weeks, had been promptly frozen after 
obtaining it from him, and was in good condition at the time it was sold and 
delivered to Mr. Krueger. 

This was the same chicken waste that I was incorporating in the diet of my 
own mink and which caused their sterilization. 

GEORGE PostTMaA. 


Subscribed and sworn to before ne this 28th day of February, A. D. 1951. 
EvIzApetu A. ALcorT, 
Notary Public. 


Mr. Parkuty. I have, now, the affidavit of Walter T. Graf, which 
I wish to have marked “Exhibit No. 48.” 

(The document referred to was thereupon marked “Exhibit No. 
18,” received in evidence, and made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxurw. The affidavit reads as follows [ reading}. 


STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
County of Cook, ss: 
AFFIDAVIT 


Walter T. Graf, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says as follows: 

My name is Walter T. Graf. I reside in Chicago, Ill. I am president of the 
Graf Fur Co., Ine., at Chicago, Ill. For 36 years I have been in the fur business 
and I have been in the business of buying and selling mink-breeding stock for 
the past 16 years. I am thoroughly familiar with the fair-market value of 
mink-breeding stock during the year 1950. 

In the year 1948 and again in 1949 I inspected and graded as to quality all 
of the live mink on the ranch of Henry J. Krueger at Elgin, Ill., and I know 
the condition and quality of his breeding stock held over for the 1950 breeding 
season, 

Henry J. Krueger designated for me 88 male and 323 female mink from his 
ranch which had been injured by the feeding of doped-chicken heads. The fair- 
market value and therefore the reasonable cost of replacing such mink in the 
year 1950 was as follows: 


ly pe Sex Number | Value Total 
Darks.. Male 28 $150 $4, 200 
Do Female 20 7 4, 00) 
Pastels Male 4 2iK 6, 800 
Do Female 106 1) 15, 900 
Pastel Breath of Spring Male 7 225, 1,575 
Do... Female s 10 1, 200 
Pastel halfblood do 42 100 4, 200 
Silverblus Mak ; 150 450 
Do Female » 75 2,475 
Silverblue Breath of Spring Male 12 2K 2, 400 
0 Female 7 1m TOO 
Recessive Blufrost Male ‘ 50 
Do Femalk 2 70 
Recessive Blufrost DiHybred Male 150 
Do Female 17 
Total: 
Male oy | GQ 
Females Las | j . : 
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the quality of Mr. Krueger's herd, $175 for males and $100 


P 
for females is a fair and reasonable average value for kits of the better type, 
Which would normally be retained from the crop as breeding stock to increase 
the herd. 


On the basis o 


WaLrer T. GRaAr. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of February, A. D. 1951 
ELIZABETH A. ALCOTT, 
Notary Public 


Mr. Parkuitn. I now come to the affidavit of Henry J. Krueger, 
the plaintiff in this case, which I would like to have marked “Exhibit 
No. {9 * 

(The affidavit was marked “Exhibit No. 49,” received in evidence 
and made a part of the record. ) 

Mr. Parxutiyi. I would like to read Mr. Krueger's affidavit for the 
record | reading | ; 


AFFIDAVIT 
STATE OF ILLINOIS, 
County of Cook. ss: 

Henry J. Krueger, being duly sworn upon his oath, deposes and says 
follows: 

My name is Henry J. Krueget I am the Henry J. Krueger referred to and 
claimant in H. R. 846, Elghty-second Congress, first session, and file this affidavit 
in support of such bill. 

I own and operate a mink ranch under the name of Krueger's Mink Rancl 
at 1600 Larkin Avenue, in the city of Elgin, county of Kane, and S 
Illinois. I have operated that ranch since about the year 1935 and ha 
tinuously during the intervening years mproved my herd by selective breedit 
and at the beginning of the 1950 breeding season was feeding S88 mal 
350 females, all of the highest quality 

My production records for the years previous to 1946 were destroyed several 


years ago. The record of production of my mink ranch beginning with the 
year 1946 and including the years to and including 1950 is as fol 
Rry } 
) 
B ; I dn 
. w ie 
I N I N ! 
} by 
14 6| 4 86.7 14 
’ ‘ ‘ 17.47 f wf 7 @ 
Ms i } Os m1] f 1.0 oN xo 27 | 
44 . ». 0 { . 
~ 5 14 8 RS s 2 
‘ Total A verag I al 5 I A ve I é 
r size | r k : 
‘ 14 49 +s 
cov y 4 it i} 4 
5 144 l 
\ litter of less than four kits is considered subnormal, it being the invariable 


practice in the mink business to pelt off all females that produce litters of 
than four kits. However, for the purposes of this claim, litt 
taken as being within normal limits. This is reflected in the increa i 
shown above. Also, while production records for 1949 fell off slightly from thos 


g se 
f previous years, this was due to the extreme heat during whelping ‘ i 
condition that did not obtain during 1950. 

[ have long subscribed to a number of trade magazines, cluding American 
fur Breeder and National Fur News. Shortly after their publication, I read the 
irticles by Charles F. Bassett entitled “The Comparative Value of Poultry 
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a 


Waste and Horse Meat for Feeding Mink” in the November 1948 issue of 
American Fur Breeder and “Practical Economics in Feeding Mink Kits” in the 
July 1949 issue of the National Fur News, in both of which articles Mr. Bassett, 
who is the director of the United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, Bureau 
of Animal Industry, Agricultural Research Administration, at Saratoga Springs, 
N. Y., heartily recommended the feeding of poultry waste as a substitute in part 
or whole for horse meat in the mink diet. Neither of said articles made any 
mention of hormones, estrogens, or the drug diethylstilbestrol, or of the com- 
mercial preparation of that drug known as capette pellets, and gave no warning 
of any danger to be run by feeding poultry waste. As a result of the recom- 
mendition contained in those articles, I began the feeding of chicken waste to 
the extent of 10 percent of the diet fed my mink on or about September 20, 
1949. The statement in my affidavit filed in support of H. R. 9407 that chicken 
waste was 5 percent of such diet was made in error, such 5 percent referring 
to the percent of the diet that was composed of chicken heads in which the drug 
had been implanted. My feeding records show that 10 percent of the diet was 
chicken waste, half of it consisting of heads and half of feet, no viscera being 
included. 

Previous to that time, the feed had consisted of 45 percent horse meat, 15 
pereent tripe, 15 percent fish, 5 percent liver, 5 percent tomatoes, 10 percent 
cereal, 8 percent vitamin supplement, and 2 percent powdered milk, together 
with a small quantity of cod-liver oil and wheat-germ oil. Beginning about 
September 20, 1949, I substituted 35 percent horse meat and 10 percent chicken 
waste in lieu of the 45 percent horse meat previously included in the diet. Other 
than for this change, the diet fed the mink was no different than it had been 
during the previous years. I continued to feed chicken waste in the mink diet 
until sometime near the end of April 1950. I never heard of the practice of 
doping poultry with hormones and knew nothing of the danger of feeding waste 
from such poultry until after the time when I stopped feeding chicken waste to 
ny mink. 

I obtained the chicken waste consisting of heads and feet from George Postma 
of Schaumberg Road near Route 59 in Cook County, I1L., on the following dates 


and in the following amounts: 
Pounds 


Ss. te. Is oc cthaaticansenctueaseghthieuhiehineee-aeetaeiaegectinakiacanis ne Ca =e 1, 020 
Sept. 30, 1949... - RE a Ops eo eae aia : : _ 1,950 
Ee ee et ee ee ; ._. 1,560 
Ne aa inca civccitcsechstsaeadeatinth Dhani a.delc eiontheninianeeiceapione — aa 


All but 200 pounds of this chicken waste was incorporated in the mink diet and 
fed the mink between about September 20, 1949, and the time near the end of 
April 1950 when I stopped feeding chicken waste. 

In the 1950 breeding season, of my 335 female minks, only 33 whelped, producing 
a total of 85 kits, a ranch average of twenty-four one-hundredths of 1 percent 
kits per female, whereas my average production theretofore over a period of 
years had averaged four kits per female in the herd. Normal production in 
1950 would have been in excess of 1,400 kits as compared with the 85 actually 
produced. Moreover, of the females that did whelp, the average litter was only 
2.6 kits per litter, whereas my average theretofore had been 4.9 kits per litter. 
Furthermore, in my previous experience, less than 4 percent of the females 
that whelped produced litters of only 1 kit, and less than 6 percent produced 
litters of only 2 kits, whereas, in 1950, 12 of the 33 litters whelped, or 36 per- 
cent, consisted of only 1 kit, and 9 of the litters whelped, or 27 percent, con- 
sisted of only 2 kits. All of this clearly indicates that even the females that 
whelped were damaged by the effects of the diethy!stilbestrol, which I learned 
for the first time some time after the whelping season had been contained in the 
last two loads of chicken waste purchased from George Postma. Upon investi- 
gation, I learned that the poultry in question was raised by Henry Marlowe, 
of Huntley, [lL, who implanted them with diethylstilbestrol pellets called 
capette pellets, which are manufactured by Wick & Fry of Cumberland, Ind., 
and distributed by Anderson Box Co., of Indianapolis, Ind.. and that Mr. Mar- 
lowe sold the poultry to Donald Baier, of Dundee, Il., who dressed the chickens 
and sold the waste to George Postma, of Elgin, Ill., who in turn resold the chicken 


waste to me. 

In an article in the July 1950 issue of the Black Fox Magazine and Modern 
Mink Breeder, entitled “Some Answers to the Problem of Feeding Poultry waste,” 
Mr. Charles F, Bassett, of the United States Department of Agriculture, states 
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that “Mink fed capette waste should not be kept over for the breeding herd.” 
Consequently, in the latter part of 1950, I pelted off the greater part of my 
breeding stock. Of the pelted animals, 237 have been sold to date at an average 
price of $23.40 per pelt. The quality and value of the pelts not sold to date is 
comparable on the average to those heretofore sold. 

In previous years, it has been my practice to increase my breeding herd from 
year to year, the extent of the increase varying in different years. Previous 
to the whelping season in 1950 and at a time when the ensuing crop failure was 
not anticipated by me, I planned to increase my herd by retaining as a part 
of my breeding stock out of the kits whelped 17 males and 65 females. How- 
ever, because of the very small crop and the possibility that the kits whelped 
may have been injured by the drug consumed by the mothers in the period be 
tween breeding and whelping, it was necessary to pelt the entire Crop. 

The cost of feeding one mink for 1 vear is approximately 518, and this cost 
of feeding the nonproducing females for 1 year constitutes a part of my loss and 
claim. 

In 1948S and again in 1949, Walter T. Graf, president of the Graf Fur Co., Inc., 
of Chicago, Ill., inspected and graded all of the live mink on my farm, and he 
is thoroughly familiar with the quality and condition of my breeding stock re 
tained for the 1950 breeding season. Three hundred and two females did not 
whelp, and 21 produced litters of 2 kits of less. The extent of the damage 
of the 8S males cannot be measured. All of these 411 animals were classified 
as large and were from litters of from four or more kits. They were of the 
following types: 





Nu Nur 
pe Sex es yp Sex a 

Dark Mak 28 Silverblus Femak 3 

Do Female 121 Silverblu Breath of Sprir Mak 12 
Pastels Male $4 Do Femak 

Do Femak 10 Recessive Blufrost M 
Pastel Breat f Spr Mak 7 Lyx Femal 

Do Female __j s Recessive Blufrost Dill ybred M 
Pastel Halfblood i | 42 Do I 
Silverblus |} Mak 


None of these mink at any time gave evidence of any disease, or of any other 
condition tending to cause a breeding failure other than the consumption of 
stilbestrol from eating the chicken heads. The above 411 mink were appraised 
by Walter T. Graf in the total sum of $49,545, of which amount $33,720 is for 
the females and $15,625 for the males. 

In view of the facts set forth above, the loss basis of n 


y Claim is as follows: 








Cost of replacing 323 females (302 nonproducing and 21 producing 
2 kits or less) $33. 720. 00 
Cost of replacing SS males 15. G25. OO 
Cost of procuring intended increase of 17 males at $175 » O75. OO 
Cost of procuring intended of 65 females at $100 6. 500. 00 
(Cost of feeding nonproducing females 1 year at $18 5, 814. 00 
Total 64, 634. 00 
Less salvage of pelts of destroyed animals at $23.40 per pelt 9, 617. 40 
Total claim ae 55. 016. 60 


HENRY JOHN KRUEGER 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of February A. D. 1951. 
ELIZABETH A. ALCO 
Notary Public 
Mr. Parxuitui. I should like to ask. Mr. Chairman, that somewhere 
in the proceedings, at an appropriate time the bill introduced for Mr. 
Krueger be amended in committee, Lo change the aot t « f the « la Ih. 
reducing the amount to $55,016.60, 
Mr. Jonas. What is it now? 
Mr. Parkuisy. It is about $500 more. 
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At the time the original bill upon which all these Lills are modeled 
was prepared last summer, we, of course, had to estimate what the 
prices would be during the late fall season when all these trades take 
place, and we missed it in both directions. The value of the pelts 
went up much more than the cost of breeding stock, so that actually 
the increased value of the pelts reduced the claim by approximately 
S500, 

Mr. Jonas. Is there any evidence in the record that the animals that 
you refer to as breeders in 1946 were the same male and female animals 
that you had in stock in 1949? 

Mr. Parxuriy. All that information is available, but frankly I 
haven’t made any check of it, and certainly they would not be all the 
same, of course. I could not answer that question. We have the most 
detailed production records of every animal showing what the blood 
stream was for four generations. It is graded as eraded by Mr. Graf, 
and in regard to the breeding history of all of the animals we have a 
complete record on every individual animal so that the information 
is available, but it would also be very voluminous to set forth. I do 
not know how one could set forth the information unless it were a 
specific question. If you wanted to see the production record and the 
history of each animal, it would be a tremendous voluminous document. 
It could be furnished you if the committee would like to have it. 

Mr. Jonas. Do they register breeding animals by pedigree ¢ 

Mr. Parkuityi. Not that we know of. 

Mr. Jonas. But they keep certain records of their ability to produce? 

Mr. Parkuityi. Of the blood line. 

Mr. Jonas. Of their ability to produce, and it would encourage them 
to keep them for breeding purposes. Can anybody tell me how long 
they keep their stock for breeding purposes, over what period of time 
and when ond are of no further use for breeding and production ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. I cannot give you the average productive life of mink. 
Certainly, lading from the replacement ranging from 30 to 40 per- 
cent of kits, one would suppose the breeding life would be not more 
than three seasons. It varies from place to place. A man may replace 
30 to 40 percent of his kits each year. In other words, he would re- 
place adults with vear-olds, but some of the breeding stock would be 
6, 7, and 8 years old. 

Mr. Jonas. Is that the extent of your proof? 

Mr. Parkuut. That is the extent of my proof. It is barely possible 
that I shall, in addition to the documents which Dr. Byerly has been 
kind enough to get for me. It is barely possible that, at the conclusion 
of what the Department is offering, I might want to introduce addi- 
tional evidence. 

Mr. Jonas. That is perfectly agreeable to both sides. Both may 
have rebuttal. Both sides will be entitled to all the liberty you require 
in making up your record. 

Do you want to proceed, Dr. Byerly, and make your statement at 
this time ? 





vx, 
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STATEMENT OF DR. T. C. BYERLY, ANIMAL HUSBANDRY DIVISION, 
BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH 
ADMINISTRATION, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICUL- 
TURE 


Dr. Byreriy. Mr. Chairman, first of all, I do not propose to make 
two reports, one on H. R. 2591 and the other on H. R. 2592. 

One is for Kirsch and the other is for Kjaer. The reports in both 
cases are identical, and the report in one is applicable to the other case. 
There is some slight modification between the present report and the 
one submitted on the old Krueger bill during the last session. 

Shall I read this formal statement for the record ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. The one which we already have ¢ 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes. There are some slight modifications from that. 
There is a little, shgeht difference. 

Mr. JONAS. I have ho objection if you read it. I do not have a 
copy of your latest report. 

Dr. Byrerity. Then I will read it. It is dated March 1, 1951, and is 
addressed to: 

Hon, EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, House of Representative 

DEAR Mr. CeELLER: Reference is made to your letter of February 15, 1951, re 
questing a report from this Department on H. R. 2592, a bill for the relief of 
'rederick Kjaer. The bill is to compensate Frederick Kjaer for alleged damages 
to mink as a result of using certain poultry waste upon the approval and recon 
mendation of the Department from November 1948 through January 1049 
I might Say that practically the same report was made in the case of 
Henry J. Krueger's claim. 


In April 1947 the Bureau of Animal Industry of this Department uw 


researc! I ( I ry < il in the diet of d ( i Chis 
pl jer Ww ic! ine 1 rin subs ute for hors ‘ hicl 
Main source inim ein or iny tur lari l I eusing reity 
cost of | eat made search for a substitute im] ne! v 
iVailabi poulti fl through the developmer po iress 
plan oul yx s Stimulate ul Signes find profitable V 
uses fo Ss byproduct 1 i lor several years ] cle ent of 
Bure eal ir farmers h d varying oul | ! ff 
publishe il I ition \V l eSpec nutrit » ¥ I | eve 
feeding were very meager A report on feeding tria ! i | 
Was a satisfactory replacement for horse me in mini et had be publis 
in the National Fur News (vol. 17, No. 7, August 1946 Preliminary f 
conducted by the Bureau in the summer and f: malic lt ! 

offal ¢ d be used during those seasons as substitute for se \ 
of these test as published in the fur-trade journals of the U1 Si ( 
in 1948S and early in 1949 

Materials used in these feeding tests included heads, feet, and vise b ed 
at a lee dressing plant at Saratoga Springs, N. Y., and Oo far s kn 
contamed i erials from chickens treated with diethyl: bestro This drug : 
used principally on commercial! broilers produced for a premium marke When 
administered to male chickens the drug suppresses mas ne tra I 
fatness and carcass desirability A pellet mn y I ( n 1 
grams of diethylstilbestrol is administered by subcut eous im] 
nuchal region of the chicken The pellet residue, w! s re 
head, may contain 1 to 5 milligrams of the drug 

Since treatment has little influence on growth rate, ; rel 
be available t ake the practice profitable Very few treated broilers, know 
the trade as caponettes, were p oduced li 1947. The deve oOplient OT Spree 


premium outlets for them increased in 1948, and in 1949 it has been est 


that about 4 percent of commercial broilers produced were caponettes Pro 
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tion of caponettes further increased in 1950, and the treatment is being extended 
to turkeys. 

During 1949, field observations made by employees of the Bureau of Animal 
Industry of several scattered cases of breeding failure in mink led them to 
Suspect that caponette heads were present in poultry offal fed and that the 
cause of breeding failure might be residual dietylstibestrol, because experiments 
which the Bureau had been conducting with diethylstilbestrol to induce mating 
of relutant breeding minks showed that 3 milligrams of the drug interfered with 
the production of mink kits. Field examination of poultry offal were made which 
disclosed several cases in which some caponette heads had been fed. Ovaries 
of mink fed such material showed at pelting time in the fall of 1949 considerable 
abnormality in microscopic structure, 

Having established a strong presumption that feeding caponette heads to mink 
might suppress breeding, the Bureau issued a warning on January 16, 1950, and 
forwarded it to all fur journals. The information was published in February 
issues of fur journals. A second warning was issued June 21, 1950, and a still 
stronger one on July 17, 1950, following a Bureau-sponsored conference on this 
subject in Chicago on July 10, 1950. Copies of the warnings issued on this 
subject are enclosed. 

A report of private research published in the Black Fox magazine (October 
1950) on the effects of diethylstilbestrol on breeding mink states, in part: “After 
the 1949 whelping seasons, the evidence against diethylstilbestrol was incrimi- 
nating but purely circumstantial.” This same report contains results of experi- 
ments with four female breeding mink conducted in March 1950. These minks 
received 150 gamma daily of diethylstilbestrol (one gamma equals one millionth 
of one gram). None of the minks produced young. Careful examination of the 
animals and especially the reproductive tracts revealed apparent abnormal 
condition which was considered to be due to the diethylstilbestrol administered. 

No experiment specifically using caponette heads as feed has been reported. 
It is not know at what level, during what season, or how long such heads must 
be fed to be harmful to breeding mink. However, there is a strong presumption 
that a sufficient quantity of caponette heads over a sufficient period would be 
harmful. Research on this subject is being conducted by the Bureau in connec- 
tion with Swarthmore College, Cornell University, and individual fur farming 
and poultry leaders during the 1951 breeding season. The mink are being fed 
caponette waste of known origin and history at variant levels in comparison with 
poultry waste from normal chickens. This experiment will give information 
from actual research on the feeding of caponette waste. 

Controlled exepriments are also being conducted by the Bureau in which 
known variant levels of the crystalline diethylstilbestrol are being fed. Effects 
on the reproductive rate and on the miscroscopi cstructure of the ovaries will be 
determined. 

Many mink farmers have successfully fed poultry waste in 1950. Some fur 
farmers fed it during the 1950 breeding season with satisfactory reproduction. 
Minks, more so than other animals, are subject to varying degrees of breeding 
failure, due to a variety of causes. The use of caponette heads in the ration is 
only one of the many factors which may result in low fertilit¥ or sterility. 

In summary, any feeding reports made by the Department can only be made 
for the products included in an experiment and under the feeding methods em- 
ployed in it. In the instant case, poultry offal, which, to our best knowledge, 
does not contain caponette heads, was employed in an experiment in the summer 
and fall. Very few caponettes were being raised at that time. Apparently, 
Frederick Kjaer fed poultry wascre during a later period (November 1948 to 
February 1949). In publicizing results of research, it would be impossible to 
envision all production and marketing changes which will be made in the 
future, as in the case of the development of markets for broilers treated with 
diethylstilbestrol, that modify the valne of our research data. The Department 
has not at any time recommended the feeding of caponette heads to minks during 
the breeding season. In fact, specific warning was given in 1950 against such 
praciice. 

In view of the above, we do not believe the Department should assume respon- 
sibility for losses such as are alleged by Frederick Kjaer. Passage of H. R. 
!502 is not recommended. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, from the standpoint of the program 
of the President, there is no objection to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 


K. Keerer HvTCHINSON, 
Acting Secretary. 
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Practically the same letter was sent in regard to the Krueger claim. 
I might add that when the reports were written in regard to the bills 
introduced in the last session, since that time we acquired additional 
information, which was incorporated in the present letters. 
Then, these releases were issued reading | : 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION 
Washington, June 21, 1950 


CSDA WARNS ON FEEDING or PoUuLtTRY WastT! © MINK Kept For BREEDIN 


PURPOSES 


rhe increa rs itv and higher prices of horse meat has caused mink 
raisers to seek other sources of meat for their animals They have turned to 
fishery waste, poultry waste, and other menut byproducts as available substitutes 
for horse meat, says the United States Department of Agriculture 

[The use of poultry waste from dressing plants, espec vy chicken heads and 

et, lus becom quite xe ri mal areas Re nd exne a e have 
demonstrated that these products are excellent sources of animal proteins for 


growing mink Recently, however, according to reports to the Department's 
Bureau of Animal Industry, reproductive failures have been encountered by some 
Vv \ their breed ng animais 


fur farmers who used poultry waste for 


While it has not been finally demonstrated that poultry waste is the cause 
of these reproductive failures, the incriminating eviden s suf ent to justif 
a warning against the unlimited use of poultry waste in the diet of fur AY mils 
kept for breeding purposes 

This warning should be especially heeded in the case of poult heads fre 
“caponettes,”’ chickens which have received an implantation in the neck of 
hormone pellet to improve their market quality. Any rem g pellet residu 
is removed with the head and may be present in sufficient quantity, when heads 
make up large portion of the diet, to interfere with reproductive processes 
mink There have been no ill eftect the Bureau states, from feeding chicke 
heads from caponettes to minks that are to be pelted 


Then another release was issued on July 17, 1950, which reads 


follow fe 


COMMITTEE WILL SI Y BREEDING FAILURES IN MINK FeEp Povuttry O 

r} nereasing numbe of | eding failures in farm-raised m k as reporte 
by the { ed States Depart ent of Ag cuiture on June ~+) Was 1 ess ad 

re it mference of breeders d others Chicago, called at t reques 
Se oe ms, chief of the Bureau of Animal Industry I> Simms Dpo ted 
a committee consisting of mink breeders, research workers, yx. try processors 
and others to study the cause and develop a program for the assurances f ad 
quate dietary ingredients of animal origin for farm-raised mink. 

Many of the herds of mink that have suffered breeding failures had bee fed 
poultry offal containing heads from caponettes. These are chickens that d 

pellet of diethylstilbestrol implanted in the neck from 2 to 4 weeks befors 
marketing The pellet causes the bird to fatten quickly, cease to grow new p 
feathers, and causes the comb to shrink. Some specialty markets pay a premium 
for caponettes and their production is rapidly increasing 

Female hormones are produce d by the d ethyisti bestrol and in norma qua 

ties they are essential to reproductio! However, the residue from the n 
planted pellet is removed with the head of a chicken that is dressed market 
The flesh of the caponette contains only normal amounts of the hormone, hut the 
resi¢ ‘ the pelleted head 1 v be considerable Ix Cess quantitie of the 
hormone consumed by breeding mink may interfere with reproduction and cause 
breeding failures in both male and female minks Females may fail to conceive 
after mating and, if they conceive, the embryos may die before birth 

The proper dosage of such female-hormone-producing drugs is t know pric 
until they are known or until feed-assay methods are improved, mink breeders 

ré ign arned to ave ad feeding poultry waste contatll ¢ cnponette heads 
vor mink that are to be raised for breeding purposes If poultry offal must 

| I ? he S 


be fed, the breeder should take special care to remove caponette 
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I would also like to read a copy of a statement put out entitled “Mink 
Breeders Cautioned on Use of Chicken Waste” 


Many inquiries are coming to the Federal and cooperating agencies concerning 
the desirability of using chicken waste during the reproducing period. Two 
years’ study at the United States Fur Animal Experiment Station in Saratoga 
Springs, N. Y., on feeding a ration composed of 35-percent chicken waste gave 
unfavorable results in number of young minks preduced, Just what the cause 
is has not been determined, but a sample survey as to the source of chicken waste 
did not reveal that any diethyIstilbestrol was used in growing the chickens. This 
hormone is being injected under the skin of the heads of chickens by some poultry 


hat is known 2s “capettes.” Old male birds an] young birds 


raisers to produce w 
of both sexes are more readily finished or fattened in this way than they would 
be otherwise. 

Preliminary studies at Swarthmore College, in cooperation with the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, of administering this powerful hormone to mink, show very 
positive effects on the reproductive organs. Some mink breeders have given the 
drug to reluctant and late-breeding female minks to stimulate them sexually. 
No proper dosage has been found, nor has it been determined that this material 
should be used at all. Under these circumstances, the question arises as to 
whether there might be a residue of diethylstilbestrol in the chicken waste that 
might be harmful to minks during the breeding season. Dr. R. K. Enders, of 
Swarthmore College, is pursuing these investigations in cooperation with the 
United States Department of Agriculture. Until some definite information has 
been obtained, it is recommended that each mink producer check the source of 
supply of chicken waste, since possibly such feed may be safely fed only when it 
has been determined that no diethyistilbestrol has been used. 

Charles F. Bassett, director of the United States Fur Animal Experiment 
Station, recommends that no chicken waste from birds treated with these pellets 
be used during the mink-breeding season nor fed to kits to be kept for breeding. 
He also suggests that no more than one-third of the meat ration for minks during 
the breeding season be composed of chicken waste free from this drug. 

Mink breeders should not get unduly alarmed about the feeding of chicken 
waste, but should observe caution as suggested. Chicken waste is undoubtedly a 
good fur-animal feed, but its limitations and proper usage must be determined to 
give the most satisfactory results 

Mr. Jonas. May I inquire, Dr. Byerly, whether the data you are 
now presenting is being offered on H. R. 846, which is a bill for the 
relief of Henry J. Krueger, of Elgin, Ill., or whether your statement 
would be the same in regard to that bill ? 

Dr. Byrerty. The statements on the two bills are practically the 
same, except as tot he time. 

Mr. Jonas. You have separate reports on each of these bills. 

Dr. Byrerty. The reports are separate and distinet, but they are 
practically identical, and what I say in regard to one I would say 
in regard to the other. 

Mr. Jonas. We have in our present file a report of September 4, 1950. 

Dr. Brerty. That was the previous report. Since that time we have 
received additional information, and the report that I just presented 
contains added information since the previous report was written. 
The report that I read in regard to Mr. Kjaer’s case applies equally 
to the case of Mr. Krueger. 

Mr. Jonas. If you want to, you can substitute your present report 
for the one now in the file. 

Will there be additional reports on these other claims? 

Dr. Brerty. We only prepared two reports definitely requested, and 
we feel that they are definitely applicable to all the claims. 

Mr. Jonas. Very well. You may proceed with your statement. 

Dr. Byerty. May I begin with some further comment on estrogens / 

Mr. Parkui. Did you write the report / 
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Dr. Byerty. Mr. Parkhill asked me if I wrote the report. Let me 
say I supplied, or assisted in, the preparation of the material from 
which the material was drafted. In other words, I did not write the 
report itself: no. 

Mr. Parkuitn. You have a ghost writer? 

Dr. Byrerty. No; there are people whose job it is to put these things 
in standard language, and they take the material supplied to them. 

Mr. Parkurin. You furnished the technical material ? 

Dr. Brerry. That is true. 

With res] ect to estrogens and what they do. it has been pointed 
out that there are many substances of estrogenic activity, some of an 
ovarian origin, some of them originating in the urine of pregnant 
mammals and some of them originating in the testes of male animals. 
Its origin is not limited to the female sex, but it is a substance that 
s found in every higher living animal. It is also found in plant 
materials. It is found in one forage crop in Australian subter 
ranean clover. Estrogens are widely distributed in nature. Now, ] 
am not talking about diethylstilbestrol, but I am talking about 
estrogens. ‘There are many substances in nature that have estrogenic 
activity. 

I wish first to point out some of the effects of diethylstilbestrol. 
The first obvious effect on the female animal is to bring it into heat: 
that is, into sexual receptivity. It varies from time to time some- 
what in the manifestation of heat. Another effect that it has, and 
the one that is specifically pertinent in the poultry and livestock 
industry. is that it has an effect on the mobilization of fat. 

Young growing animals do not fatten very much, and when they 
are sent to market they are lacking in fat. They grow, rather than 
fatten, and the principal value to the commercial meat producer, 
poultrymen as well as other livestock producers, is that the applica 
tion of this hormone will check growth and facilitate fattening. so 
that the animals go into a higher grade and sell for a better price. 

There is a standard quotation on the New York market showing 
that these specially fattened poultry and animals bring a much higher 
price. Stilbestrol-treated poultry bring about a nickel a pound more 
onthe New York market. 

I have the Poultryman of Friday, February 23, 1951, which gives 
the following quotations on live poultry: 


Fowl, leg. 33-34; hy., 37-42%; broilers: hy., 34-40; pullets: hy., 37-52; chem 


ical fryers, 35-46; turkeys, hens, 53, toms, 45; rabbits, 30-40. 

Now, with respect to the research that was done by Dr. Enders, it 
was noticed that the first report of that was in 1947, I believe, and I 
have here a copy of the Anatomical Record. That was an abstract, 
and it is noted in the record that a letter Was asked for, oly ing appro al 
of that. It is not standard practice to ask for approval of abstracts, 
because the authors have a way of delaying getting out their abstracts, 
and so we have no letter of approval. 

The article is entitled “Induced Mating in Ovariectomized Mink, 
Mustela Vison.” by Robert K. Enders, department of zoology, Swarth 
more College, and Bureau of Animal Industry. 

Diethyistilbestro] administered subcutaneously in sesame oil during the animal 
breeding season does not cause enlargement of the vulva in castrated mink to 

size Where intromission is possible, but females so treated will permit attempts 

t copulation. The female mink comes into estrum for approximately 3 weeks 
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once each year. At any given day of the season, she may or may not be willing 
to copulate. In an attempt to determine some of the factors underlying this 
apparently erratic breeding behavior, eight females were ovariectomized while 
anestrous in January. Between March 9 and 18 each animal received 30 milli- 
grasm diethylstilbestrol. After receiving 5 milligrams, one female “chuckled,” as 
though receptive, then fought off the male. Mating behavior but without intro 
mission was observed in an animal after she had received 15 milligrams, Only 
one failure to permit the male to grasp her was observed between March 15 and 
April 15, and the female involved submitted to another male the same day. On 
April 15 a treated female permitted a male to atte mt intromission for 144 hours 
While the female showed every sign of being willing to copulate, in no case did the 
vulva increase from the anestrous to the estrum size, so intromission was 
impossible. 

That article ap ypeared in a reprint from the Anatomical Record of 
the American Association of An: tomists, 1948, sixty first annual meet- 
Ing, at Madison, Wis., April v 22, and 23, appearing in the Anatomi- 
cal Record, volume 100, No. 4, April and the article by Dr. Enders 
appears at page 106, 

Dr. Enders’ purpose in undertaking this work was to learn how to 
improve, to increase, the breeding rate of mink. 

| have noted in these various exhibits that Mr. Parkhill introduced 
that there is a variant percentage, approximately 15 percent of female 
mink which either do not mate or do not produce offspring, and some 
of them produce smaller litters. 

Dr. Enders’ purpose in undertaking the work was to bring reluctant 
females into season and get them to breed. He continued that work 
through 1947, 1948, and 1949, and, to the best of my knowledge, he is 
still interested in bringing about an improvement in the breeding 
behavior. He was discouraged because he found that a 3-milligram 
dose brought about mating behavior but interfered with reproduction. 
1 point out that these experiments were done in the breeding season 
and following the breeding season and not prior thereto. The normal 
breeding season Is important, It depends primarily on the seasonal 

iriations in day length. This factor is apparently required. The 
increased length of the day brings about stimulation of the generative 
glands and stimulates both the male and the female organs. Natural 
estrogens bring about breeding. followed by pregni ney. 

Now. I did not concede this morning that diethylstilbestrol i all 
cases will destroy the ovaries. The results obt: Lined thus far have not 
been conclusive, but we have done work with diethylstilbestrol in sey 
eral classes of animals, and others have also done work with various 
other classes of animals. For example, we have been interested in a 
early determination of the probable milk production of goats. Goat 
breed sometime after about 1 vear old. If in the first season you car 
determine their probable milk production, we can enable people to 
ehmn ate nonprofitable producers at an early stage. 

10 we took a group of kids—does—and gave the m die thyls tilbestro! 
over a considerab le ] eriod of time in their first summer: that is, whet 
they were 1 year ole | Milk production did take place. ‘ollowing in 
vestigation for a pein: period of time, it was concluded it was 
ible to use these studies in a rough way to predict the milk 
product. 

We prepared a summary on breeding performance of does used: A 

v on the Use and Effect of Hormone-Induced Lactation in Goats. 
The summary is as follows: 


Do 


Durir the 5-year period 1947 to 1949, a total of 40 virgin vearling does of the 
Toggenbu breed were studied at Beltsville to determine the effect of hormones 
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for inducing lactation in goats. Each year the does were divided into two 
groups, a treated and an untreated or control group. Does in the treated group 
were injected subcutaneously with 0.5 milligrams of stilbestrol in 1 cubie centi- 
meter of oil, three times weekly during a 6-week period beginning in the first 
part of May. While the principal objective was to induce udder development 
and lactation in the does, consideration was given to any effects which stilbestrol 
might have on the estrus cycle and the fertility of the does. 

During the 3-year period 19 does which had been treated as described above 
were available for observation during their first regular breeding season in the 
fall. Of the treated does, approximately 74 percent bred and produced kids the 
following spring. Twenty-one percent of the treated does showed estrus but 
failed to breed, and 5 percent failed to show estrus during the fall breeding 
season. In comparison, 62 percent of the untreated does bred during the first 
regular fall season, 33 percent showed estrus but failed to breed, and 5 percent 
failed to show estrus at any time. Twelve of the nineteen treated does were ob 
served during their second regular breeding season. Of these does, 84 percent 
bred and produced kids the following spring, while 8 percent showed estrus but 
failed to breed, and 8 percent showed no estrus at all. The 14 untreated does, 
or 100 percent, bred in the fall and produced kids the next spring 

No doe in the treated groups was observed to have an extended or continuous 
period of estrus. However, the treated does were noted in estrus more fre- 
quently than untreated does during the active period of stilbestrol injection 

The use of stilbestrol does not appear to have had much, if any, ill effect on 
the normal breeding activity of the does. This is evidenced by the fact that the 
data for both years, when added together, shows that 22.6 percent of the treated 
does and 22.8 percent of the untreated does failed to breed in the fall seasons. 
Data on 12 does treated with stilbestrol in 1950 will not be available until the 
1951 kidding season closes. 

I am advised by the dairy people that the same thing was done in 
England during the war. There were a good many heifers which 
failed to breed in the normal season. Experiments were tried by Dr. 
John Hamilton ot Cambridge. A food many farmers ave their 
heifers 2 to 5 grams of stilbestrol to induce milk production, rather 
than turn them in to the butcher. They also came into estrum, into 
heat, and they would ride one another and break down their hips. 
Their subsequent behavior was perfectly normal. 

During many experiments, some with chickens and some with tur- 
keys, where estrogens have been used with laying birds, it did not 
interfere with egg production. There are many references that I have 
here that indicate that egg production may continue, especially with 
moderate dosages, and I mean dosages of what we are considering here. 
Therefore, you have no possibility of finding in every case and in every 
animal that diethylstilbestrol will interfere in every instance with the 
function of the ovaries. It simply is not substantiated by the evidence 
that it will interfere in all cases. 

Now, with respect to the effects on humans, I personally am hardly 
competent to speak. I am not a medical man. I do have some ref- 
erences to the literature, such as Mr. Parkhill produced, and I would 
like to refer specifically to an article which appeared in Endocrinology 
n October 1947. the article being entitled “The Quantitative Rec very 
of Synthetic Estrogens from Tissues of Birds (Gallus Domesticus), 
the Response of the Birds’ Testis, Comb, and EK pidermis to Estrogen. 
ind of Humans to Ingestion of Tissues from Treated Birds.” This 
ticle was prepared by S. Bird, assistant, poultry division, of the 
experimental farm, Ottawa; L. I. Pugsley, pharmacist, foods and 
drugs division, national health and welfare, Ottawa: and M. O. Klotz. 
athologist, Civic Hospital, Ottawa. 
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It is pertinent to point out in this connection several estrogens were 
used. Among them were diethylstilbestrol, dimethylester of diethy]- 
stilbestrol, dianestrol diacetate, dimethylether of dianestrol, and 
dimethylether of hexestrol. 

The study showed that the diethylstilbestrol had a considerably 
higher estrogenic activity than the other compounds. It was also 
noted that the activity of dimethylether of diethylstilbestrol and 
dimethylether of dianestrol was greater by oral than by subcutaneous 
administration. That was contrary to results usually found with most 
estrogens. 

In the experiments it was considered that the amount of estrogens 
in the tissues of the reproductive organs of the subjects of the experi- 
ments, after administering diethylstilbestrol and dianestrol diacetate 
was relatively small. It was found that the residue in the flesh of the 
chickens used in the experiment was comparatively small, it being 
an insignificant amount. 

The North Dakota Agricultural College, in its bulletin of January 
1951, report ing on stilbestrol as a possible growth stimulant for lambs, 
States: 

Half of the lambs on certain feeding trials were treated with stilbestrol. a 
hormone-like substance. During the 102-day feeding period the untreated lambs 
gained an average of 0.35 pound per head daily and the stilbestrol-treated lambs 
gained 0.44 pound per head daily. This difference was consistent, and amounts 
to nearly a 25-percent advantage in favor of the treatment. No differences 
were indicated in the quality of the dressed carcasses. 

That finding was made by E. W. Klosterman, associate animal 
nutritionist, and W. E. Dinusson, associate in animal husbandry. 

I have a preliminary report on experiments not yet completed on 
the effect of hormones on the crowth and fattening ot yearling steers. 
This study was conducted by F. N. Andrews, W. M. Beeson, and 
F. E. Johnson, department of animal husbandry, Purdue University, 
Lafayette, Ind. Studies at Purdue during the past 10 years have 
shown that the administration of certain hormones by injection or in 
the feed may increase crowth and fattening and improve carcass 
quality in cattle, swine, and chickens. 

In a previous study, beef heifers injected with stilbestrol (a female- 
like hormone) pellets gained more rapidly and required less feed per 
pound of vain than did normal control or spayed heifers. The male 
hormone, testosterone thy roprotein and thiouracil were of no benefit 
to the heifers. 

On November 16, 1949, four groups of 10 yearling steers each were 
started ola fattening ration composed of corn-and-cob meal. coUton- 
seed meal, molasses feed, clover-timothy hay, bonemeal, and salt. 
One group Was treated by placing a total of 60 milligrams of stilbes- 
trol pellets beneath the skin in the neck region, a second group re- 
ceived 120 milligrams of stilbestrol pellets, one group was injected 
W ith LS0 milligrams of testosterone pellets on November L6, and with 
oO milligrams of testosterone on February PO, 1950. 

Since this experiment is still in progress, final conclusions cannot 
be drawn. At the end of 140 days the steers receiving either 60 or 
120 milligrams of stilbestrol had gained 40 and 63 pounds more per 
steer, resper tively, than the controls, and required less feed per poul d 
of gain than the controls. These results are similar to those obtained 
With beef heifers. ‘Testosterone did not Improve growth rate ol feed 


efficienc \ in either the steers or heifers. 
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The American Medical Association archives of dermatology and 
syphilology, in the February 1951 issue, reports an article entitled 
“Estrogens by Local Application in Treatment of Acne Vulgaris.” 
The article is by Irving Shapiro, medical doctor, of Newark, N. J. 


Acne vulgaris is associated with pilosebaceous irritative phenomena mani- 


fested us excessive oiliness, comedos, papules, pustules, and cysts (hese are 
ageravated wherever the sebaceous glands are most numerous, namely, on the 


face, chest, and back. Only the adolescent type of acne is considered in this 
study. 

Evidence that this disease is primarily an endocrine disturbance may be sum- 
marized as follows: (a) The usual incidence is at the time of puberty; (6) the 
premenstrual flare-up of the lesions occurs when the estrogen level is lowered ; 
(c) production of acne occurs in females who are given androgen; improvement 
follows on withdrawal of it, and recurrence is observed when it is given again; 
(d@) acne is not found in eunuchs; and (e€) acne is much commoner in males. 
These observations indicate that androgens produce pilosebaceous activity and 
further work suggests an increase in the ratio of circulating androgens to estro 
gens as a causative factor in acne vulgaris ; 

Ten men and fifteen women, whose ages ranged from 17 to 30 years, were 
studied. These patients had the usual signs of acne vulgaris, such as oily skin, 
papules, comedos, pustules, and cysts, on the face, chest, and back. The condi 
tion in these patients had proven refractory to usual methods of treatment. since 
all had had one or two courses of roentgen ray therapy, ultra violet irradiation, 
dietary regimens, and topical applications of healing and desquamating prepara 
tions. These patients appeare d to be free from other disease, and none had any 
other manifestation of an endocrine disturbance 

Local application of estrogens was employed in the form of the use of premarin 
cream, a preparation which contains 2.5 milligrams of water-soluble conjugated 
estrogenic substances (equine) expressed in terms of sodium esterone sulphate 
per gram of vanishing cream mixture. The average dose was 5 milligrams of 
the estrogenic substances applied to the locally affected areas once daily or 
divided into morning and evening applications, as an after-shave Cream for the 
men and a powder base for the women. Therapy was continued for periods 
ranging from 1 to 7 months, with an average of 4 months The total amount 
of estrogenic substances applied ranged from 150 to 700 milligrams 

One patient received 150 milligrams, one patient received 400 milligrams, and 
some received 500, GOO, G0, and 700 





The results obtained from premarin cream are tabulated In 15 patients the 
results were excellent; in four they were good: and in three, fair Three pa 
tients could not tolerate the cream because of itching, flare-ups, and cosmet 


disagreeableness 

Two illustrative cases were presented, one demonstrating in a you 
and the other in an older woman the beneficial effects of premarin cream therapy 
in controlling the cystic infection, oiliness of skin, and other manifestations of 
acne vulgaris 

Case 1 was that of a 17-year-old girl who was seen in July 1948 with the chief 
complaint of “pimples” on the face, cheeks, and forehead, of 4 vears’ duratio 
She had had roentgen ray treatments the year before, and after ten porary 
provement the eruption had relapsed. Her dietary history showed no abnor 
malities; her bowel habits were not unusual Her menses were regular, a 


though she had some premenstrual! tension, and her breasts were normally devel 
oped. She was placed on premarin cream therapy, sufficient cream being used 
to insure application of 6 milligrams of estrogenic substances d \ No other 


therapy was administered except drainage of the 
of iodized salt from the diet. 
Improvement was noted within 3 weeks, and after 6 weeks pronounced ir 


pointing pustules and exclusior 





provement occurred, The patient noted less menstrual tensir nd dragging feel 
ing at the menses. Her skin became less oily, fewer new infections appeared 


It was decided to stop use of the estrogen cream and to replace it with a standard 
sulfur preparation, in order to evaluate the role which the estrogens played 
There was a slow but persistent recurrence of pustules and oiliness, so that 
within a month the patient demanded a return to estrogen therapy Reinstitu 
tion of premarin cream thrapy once again caused involution of the aens 

Case 2 was a 30-year-old white woman who since the age of 18 had } ad severe, 
resistant acne vulgaris, which failed to improve on treatment with diet. s ilves, 


\ 
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lotions, and roentgen radiation. She was markedly scarred and still presented 
a muddy, oily complexion, with numerous deep-seated reddish cysts about her 
face, which repeatedly flared up before her menses and occasionally discharged 
a thick yellow material. She was placed on treatment with premarin cream, 
a sufficient amount being used to insure application of 2.5 milligrams of estrogenic 
substances three times a day for about 2 weeks, then twice a day for two more. 
Subsequently, she received a maintenance dose of 2.5 milligrams of estrogenic 
substances by local application at night. 

Within 2 weeks she noted a decrease in the oiliness of her skin, which acquired 
a satiny texture; the cysts failed to flare up before her menses and gradually 
subsided in size. Within 3 months she noted a remission of her acne for the 
first time. 

The earliest objective changes were observed after 4 to 6 weeks. These were 
(a) a decrease in the sebaceous gland activity, (¥) a diminished number of new 
comedos and pustules, (¢c) involution of old lesions, and (d) development of 
a supple texture and feel in the treated areas. No systemic effects of inunction 
of estrogenic substances were observed. 


In commenting on these cases, Dr. Shapiro states: 


Although more than 80 percent of clinically significant cases of acne vulgaris 
respond to orthodox management, the occasional stubborn relapsing type should 
be given the benefit of therapy by local applications of estrogen substances, The 
present report concerns a group of such cases. 

Selye states that estrogens are absorbed poorly from the skin. Since only 
10 to 15 percent of the estrogens are absorbed from ointments, relatively high 
quantities of the cream were used in this study in order to get the desired effect 
on the target area. 

The fairly young people with acne appear to have a surplus of androgenic 
hormones, a manifestation which is not so apparent in later life. This observa- 
tion may explain the fact that young patients may require larger dosages of 
estrogens locally for a beneficial response. 

In acne there seems to be an alteration of the estrogen-androgen ratio. It is 
believed that the local application of estrogenic substances helps to restore a 
normal balance in the skin. 


In his conclusion, Dr. Shapiro states: 


Remissions were observed in 60 percent of cases of acne vulgaris, previously 
recalcitrant to orthodox measures, after local application to the lesions of a 
cream containing estrogenic substances (water-soluble). No harmful effects 
were noted after 4 to 6 months’ application of estrogens. 


In the summary, Dr. Shapiro states: 


Twenty-five patients with acne vulgaris resistant to usual therapeutic measures 
were treated with local applications of a cream containing estrogenic substances. 

Within 6 weeks, oiliness, papules, and pustules had appreciably subsided in 15 
of the patients. In seven other patients, the response was less prompt. 

A promising new therapeutic approach to resistant acne vulgaris is described. 

That study is an indication that there can be therapeutical effects 
resulting from the use of creams containing estrogenic substances. 

Now, referring to the cases en hand, in regard to the feeding of mink, 
on page 890 of the 1939 Yearbook of the Department of Agriculture, 
we have an article on recommendations for feeding minks which reads 
as follows: 

The experience of successful mink raisers and the few experimental results 
available indicate that mink should be fed a ration containng more raw meat 
than is necessary for foxes, The amount of raw meat should be about 50 per- 
cent of the ration during the summer and fall and as much as 70 percent during 
the breeding season and lactation period. This raw meat can be muscle meat 
(two parts) and viscera (one part) of either horse, cow, or sheep. The viscera 
may be heart, liver, kidneys, spleen, or brains, in varying proportions. A variety 
is desirable. Some tripe, udders, and lungs can replace the other organs during 
the summer and fall. Whole fresh-ground fish or canned fish may be substi- 
tuted for as much as 35 percent of the raw meat. Contaminated fish or meat 
should never be used. Chicken or rabbit heads or rabbit carcasses can be used, 
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if fresh. The dry mixture suggested for foxes during the breeding season 
should prove satisfactory when constituting 10 to 15 percent of the mink ration 


during the breeding season. Dry mixture No. 7 (p. 880)— 
That mixture is comprised of bread meal, 150 pounds, oatmeal, 150 
pounds, alfalfa-leaf meal, 50 pounds, wheat-germ meal, 50 pounds, 


fishmeal, vacuum dried, vitamin D, 100 pounds— 
The 


Can be used during summer to the extent of 25 percent of the ration. 
green 


ground green bone should be 5 percent; and tomatoes, carrots, turnips, 
lettuce, and other ground vegetables, 5 percent. Salt should be added to the 
extent of about 0.5 percent of the ration as fed. The remainder should be water 
or cream, fresh milk, sufficient to make the entire ration of hamburger con- 
sistency. As a precautionary measure, 0.3 percent of fortified cod liver oil should 
be added to the ration. 

Mink should be full fed twice daily while suckling their litters 
one feeding in the evening is all that is necessary for adults, and this should be 
so restricted in quantity that the animals will not get too fat. 


At other times, 


To give you the results of our latest experiments with mink at our 
Saratoga, N. Y., United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, I 
received an office memorandum yesterday from Mr. Charles E. Kel- 
logg, conducting fur-farming investigations. Animal Husbandry 
Division, in Beltsville, Md., sent to him by Charles F. Bassett, of the 
United States Fur Animal Experiment Station at Saratoga Springs, 
N. Y. It is on the subject of outline of caponette experiments. It 
reads as follows: 

As requested in your telegram received this morning we are enclosing an 
outline of the caponette experiment with mink. 

You will recall that during our discussions we more 0 


upon using horse meat that had been held in storage no longer than 
possible deterioration might 


! nt : 
iess te tively agreed 


Our thoughts in this respect were that 
results adversely and would result in 
Since discussing the matter with you and pondering on the 
has been in storage quite some time, it has 


poor production even from mink on the 


control ration 
possible effects of feeding meat that 


seemed to me to be desirable to use meat that has been stored fo nm eve 
shorter period of time. We are, therefore, following the practice of using fresh 
horse meat wherever possible, but under no circumstances using horse meat 
that has been stored more than 6 weeks 

Unfortunately, since the experiment was originally planned, we have had a 
number of casualties. The following information will show the number of 
animals now remaining on the seven experimental lots: 

Lot 1. 9 females: lot 2, 10 females; lot 3, 9 females: lot 4, 0 fe tiles: lot 5 


S females: lot 6, 10 females; and lot 7, 10 females 


Then, he sends along an outline of the mink reproduction ex] 
ment, No, 35-I-1951. 


The time—From January 23, 1951, until last litter weaned 
} 


fed on a large commercial mink ranch : 


er 


is a control 


Purpose.—Using a diet 
(1) to study the effect on reproduction of diets in which 
half the horse meat is replaced by caponette heads and 

tes; and 


feet - 


2) 
3) by heads, feet, and entrails of caponet 
(4) by normal chicken heads and feet; 
(5) by heads, feet, and entrails from normal chickens 

a diet in which horse meat is entirely replaced by capone 


(G) te heads and 
feet : 
(7) and, finally, a diet in which a different (open-formula) dry mixture is 
fed in place of that used in the control diet. 
inimals.—Seventy adult and yearling female mink, allotted by chance to 
each of the seven experimental groups. These animals are all Bluefrost or 
milar mutations of little commercial value. The adults had past records of good 
kit production, and the yearlings are from litters of not less than four 
Discussion.—Experiments conducted at the United States Fur Animal Experi- 
nt Station have indicated that poultry waste has a very decided place in the 


et of growing mink and in the summer maintenance of adults. However, re 
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ports from numerous ranches indicate that the production of young during 
the 1950 season was considerably below normal, and in some instances was zero. 
It is believed that such poor production was due to the feeding of poultry waste 
from caponettes (birds injected with pellets of diethylstilbestrol in order to 
promote faster and more economical gains and tastier meat). In order to obtain 
some definite information as to the effect of feeding caponette waste to minks 
during the reproduction period, this experiment was planned. 

It was believed advisable to use as a control ration the diet fed on a large 
ranch where the normal production of mink ran four kits per female or higher. 
The ranch of Fromm Bros., Inc., Hamburg, Wis., was selected as the ranch 
whose feeding practices were to be followed, and suggestions given by Dr. Willard 
Hobarts, of that concern, have been incorporated into this outline in an attempt 
to utilize a control diet that is as nearly like the diet fed on the Fromm ranch 
as possible. 

Since the mixed cereal used on the Fromm ranch is of their own make and 
a closed formula, it was believed advisable to add another lot to the six already 
planned, using an open-formula commercial dog food as a check against the 
Fromm cereal. 

That study is under way but has not been completed. The result of that study 
or experiment will be presented to you later in the season. 

Now, my contention upon the formal brief of Mr. Parkhill, basically, 
is this: First of all, we are a research institution. It is our job to 
conduct research on problems of poultrymen and farmers and live- 
stock producers. It is our purpose to tell them what we have, tell 
them what we did, and what we found, just as soon as we have the 
information. To all the information that we develop must be added, 
“This is what we did; this is what we found; this is what we think 
will happen.” Under these circumstances, that is a weasel-worded 
sort of thing that most scientists put out when they put it out subject 
to construction. 

Now, people don’t like such a recommendaion. They would like it 
even less if we refused to divulge incompleted work. 

If we kept the data in the laboratory until it was entirely completed, 
we would have to say to a man that we could not give him anything 
until we had had three generations of breeding of the animals, and 
that nothing would be published until after the experiment was com- 
pleted. 

Now, we feel that it would be very unreasonable if we were to tell our 
men, “You must keep your mouth shut until the « xperiment is abso- 
lutely completed.” 

Further than that, if an administrative officer said to these people 
that he would refuse to give them information until the studies were 
completed, that would be entirely unreasonable, and he would be 
assuming a burden that he couldn’t possibly handle. 

Now, we have two or three hundred divisions alone in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture, and no person in the Department could be com- 
petent to review all these various subjects, and so you find the men 
in the field are issuing results of their experiments before they have 
come to a positive conclusion. We have experts, like Dr. Enders, at 
Swarthmore, who work cooperatively with us, and they work with 
our staff, and they work on nutrition and breeding, and they do an 
excellent job. So, when these men, who are outstanding experts in 
their fields, have material which they offer for publication, we do it 
as a service to the farmers, as in this instance. We say, “This is what 
we did and this is what we found. Under these circumstances, this 
is what we think you will find.” That illustrates, perhaps, what + 
mean by “weasel-worded.” 
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Dr. Byerty. In recognition of this article to which Mr. Parkhill 
referred in which we refer to poultry offal for feeding mink during 
the summer season, Mr. Bassett in his opinion explained that pre- 
liminary feeding tests during the summer and fall indicated that 
poultry waste consisting primarily of heads, feet, and entrals of 
poultry were equivalent to and a good substitute for horse meat. 
Again I say that these words are weasel words and I know what the 
implications are. If we wait until we have arrived at a definite 
conclusion, until we had exhausted the subject of estrogen, if we do 
wait that long I am afraid we will not say anything “77% it for sev- 
eral years and I am afraid the farmers would not like 

Are we to censor every paper or can a man say, “T his j is my honest 
opinion. These are the things I found.” If there is any man com- 
petent to say what he thinks that man without qualification is Dr. 
Enders. I know of no one more competent to say what his observa- 
tions are and who am I to say to Dr. Enders, “You must not talk.” 

Rather than to be strict and not permit him to give out information 
until it was absolutely conclusive we have felt it is in the interest of 
farmers to tell them what progress has been made and give them the 
best evidence available. That has been our attitude. 

Mr. Jonas. I understand you are not challenging the authenticity 
or scientific value of this article, are you / 

Dr. Byrerty. By no means. 

Mr. Jonas. You are merety calling my attention to the course of 
procedure you followed. In other words, if you followed an exX- 
cessively cautious practice you will never get mink. 

Dr. Brerty. Now, with respect to the actual feeding of poultry 
waste, as Mr. Parkhill points out, Cireular 801 contains a reference 
to feeding poultry waste. That is, of course, very good. 

You will find the same statement was issued in 1939 in regard to 
feeding poultry waste to mink based on farm practice which was a 
thing of long standing. We undertook resear h on this subject when 
when 


consumption reach a volume and we put additional effort fort! 
horse meat became scarce. We are not the only ones who are ex- 
perimenting with it. 

Mr. Jonas. You cited some instances there of experiments conducted 
with both goats and cattle 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. That had to do \ gee the constructive value of milk. 
That was very clear to me. It shows there is no interf rence: but 
there is some testimony here in the record that some of these mink 
when they produced their litters, the young died from want of milk, 

Dr. Byrrriy. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Does you te stimony prod uced here tod: Lv offset that ? 

Dr. BYERLY. Judge, 1 would have to leave that to your judgment 
because I cannot say this is not true. We can only say, in view of our 
general e xpe rience, I cannot acce pl it as true until it has been demon- 
strated and it has not yet been demonstrated to my satiaf ction. 

Mi * Jonas. In other words, there is a ve ry, very marked difference 
in the procreative proclivities of the animal. Some animals may 
make more milk. At the same time if it should be true that the mink 
were affected by the particular drug which dried up the milk. 

Dr. Byerty. But it may be a matter of the season. There are many 
things recognized that can cause failures and then it varies with dif- 
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ferent animals and the fact that animals are different may be impor- 
tant. 

Mr. Jonas. Scientifically it is true that what may be a stimulant to 
one animal may be a depressant to another. 

Dr. Byrerty. That is true. 

Now, with respect to the second part whether or not the Department 
of Agriculture showed negligence which I believe is not the case, we 
have here the issuance of the warning, and I have to emphasize again 
that we have permitted, encouraged these people to tell the farmers 
and the ranchers what they know or what they think has happened, 
or the results of this and the results of that and that is done by a 
publication of their opinions and statements. 

There are statements in every one of these documents that I per- 
sonally feel are not very well founded but they are the opinions of 
these various experts and therefore I feel they are free to say them 
and Mr. Parkhill, I believe, will admit, that we opened the record 
with the warning. That was the first warning we could find in state- 
ments of Dr. Enders of the possibility of danger from feeding ca- 
ponette waste as having had some effect on the mink failure in 1949. 

At that time Dr. Enders was in research. He said, “Let us go to 
work and find out.” Therefore Dr. Enders on January 6 warned. He 
asked that the warning be given to the mink breeders. The warning 
was the expert opinion of Dr. Enders. 

Now, with respect to the feeding of poultry waste itself, I should 
like to refer again briefly to an article in 1946. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Parkhill, you are not accusing the Government of 
committing an act of negligence, are you? 

Mr. Parkui.y. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, you are not charging the Government 
with doing something unlawful because if you were charging that 
you would be out of the hearing. 

Mr. Parkxuiin. I am not charging it at all. 

Mr. Jonas. The fact that the Government issued these bulletins 
and recommended they be used for certain purposes was no reflection 
on the Government from the standpoint of its doing somewhat law- 
fully. You are proceeding on the theory of the ultimate in good 
faith but it is the old rule, whether you produce the instrumentality 
and set it in motion and if it has a bad repercussion then the first 
fellow suffers. 

Mr. Parkxniny. Substantially, but I think it goes a little beyond 
that. 

I suggest to you a lack of full coordination and I want to say very 
emphatically it is not at the level or on the part of Dr. Enders or on 
the part of Dr. Byerly, I think it was more at a level of the coordina- 
tion which was within the higher level of the Department—we would 
have to refer to it asa higher level. 

Dr. Byerly will take no offense to that attitude. Certainly it was 
not willful but it was a matter of a sovereign owing a duty to its 
people. I contend the sovereign failed in this instance or rather in 
both instances, in 1949 and 1950, because the record is clear and I am 
sure when you consider the full record it will be even clearer to you. 
The question was propounded to them and they had the knowledge. 

Mr. Jonas. I think the point Dr. Byerly started to make is this, that 
the Government took on this job of carrying on its experimentation. 
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You can’t experiment with anything until you set it in motion. You 
have to practice on something and that is an inherent implication in 
all experimentation that in order to determine whether it is worth 
something you must practice on somebody, for good or bad. That is 
the theory on which they are proceeding. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. That is right. 

Dr. Byrerty. There is the implication of lack of diligence on our 
part and that is the point I am trying to speak to here. 

Dr. Enders and Mr. Bassett had presented certain circumstantial 
evidence or opinion that mink were damaged by the feeding of 
caponette heads. 

I say to you that the experimental evidence that stilbestrol was 
doing injury—it is granted that up to that time there was sufficient 
evidence to spur them in their experimentation in the hope that they 
could get better results with stilbestrol. That was the reason for 
studying it. They wanted to get beneficial results rather than harm- 
fulresults. From the old use of estrogens there was not possible cause 
for anticipating feeding caponette heads to mink would bring about 
breeding failures in those mink. 

Another thing subject to question is that 4 percent of the poultry 
being treated were with stilbestrol. That 4 percent would be about 
20 million out of a half billion commercial chickens produced, widely 
distributed throughout the United States, in various sections, some 
in the eastern part of the United States, California and Indiana and 
only isolated cases in Illinois and the Middle West. The treatment 
was widely scattered so it would be hard to get any concentration of 
caponette heads in the feed used for mink. Is this something which 
should be precluded on suspicion when 5 percent or less and not 95 
percent of the poultry are being treated? It will be a larger problem 
when a larger proportion of the poultry is treated and when it is 
used for turkeys and the problem will increase when it Is used for 
other livestock. 

I have mentioned the gains made by lambs, whi 
the North Dakota reports. 

As far as I am concerned, Mr. Chairman, I am about through unless 
you have some question. 

Mr. Jonas. It is perfectly agreeable to me for you to finish now 
or we can recess here until Monday. 

Mr. Parkuiti. May I say this, Judge, that I would like if I might, 
to have the privilege of asking the doctor a number of questions that 
I have noted here. I would expect to take perhaps a half hour or 
so to clarify some of these points from my standpoint. I throw that 
on the table for whatever it may be worth. The doctor and I antici- 
pate you will be asking questions back and forth. The only question 
n my mind was whether it interfered with your program, or not, and 
I will leave it up to you. 

Dr. Brerty. If you wish to suspend, it is all right with me. 

Mr. Jonas. We will resume Monday morning at 10 o’clock and 
finish up both sides. 

Mr. Parkuuw. I would like to finish with Dr. Byerly and when 
I am through with him I might need to bring someone else in. How- 
ever, I cannot tell that until I cet through with my good friend. 

(Thereupon, at 5 p. m. the committee adjourned to meet on Monday, 
March 5, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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MONDAY, MARCH 5, 1951 


Houss or RepreseNTATIVES, 
SuBcoMMITTEE No, 2 (On Carns), 
THe COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, Dd, C. 
The Subcommittee No. 2 (On Claims) of the Committee on the 
Judiciary met in the committee room at 10 a. m., oe Edgar A. Jonas 
(special subcommittee chairman) presiding. 
Mr. JON AS. We will resume hearings on the clair ns of f Mr. Krueger 
and others. 
You may proceed. Dr. sverly was proceeding the other day. You 
can go ahead, Doctor. Continue your statement. 


STATEMENT OF DR. T. C. BYERLY—Resumed 


Dr. Byeriy. Very well. 

ae mlay recapitulate a little bit then: Chicken waste has been used 
by mink farmers for a long time and that use has been recognized b y 
the Department of Agriculture as early as 1939 in the ye arbook based 
upon field observations rather than experiment. 

The use of chicken waste in mink feeding entering into bulk use 
[I can determine to have been not later than 1946. 

Mr. Jonas. Did the 1939 chicken waste contain stilbestrol ? 

Dr. Byrerity. No, sil 

Mr. Jonas. When was it first introduced? When did you find it 
first introduced in the chicken waste / 

Dr. Brerty. The first permitted use of stilbestrol was in 1947. Now 
that action was after clearance with the Pure Food and Drugs. 

Now, there is one point 1 would like to make. I don’t have the 
exact date. Food and Drugs. of course, is not a part of the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture at this time. 

Mr. Jonas. I beg your pardon; it isn’t a part of the Department of 
Agriculture ¢ 

Mr. Parkutiti. You mean now. I don’t think it is now. 

Mr. Jonas. What department does it come under ? 

Dr. Byrriy. Federal Security Agency. 

In this connection, Mr. Chairman, my remarks cannot have any 
bearing on food and drugs. j 

I should like to quote from Dr. G. R. Hartsough, D. V. N., of 
Associated Fur Farms, Inc.. New Holstein, Wis. 

Mr. Jonas. Was Food and Drugs under your department prior to 
1945? 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir: but the date of the transfer I haven't checked. 
I am not certain of the date of transfer. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. My understanding is they were under Agriculture 
in 1947. Weshould be able to check it. 


~JI 
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Mr. Jonas. You can check the record and clarify that later on. 

Dr. Byrerty. Dr. Hartsough is a doctor of veterinary medicine de- 
gree of Michigan in 1940. He was with the Wisconsin Conservation 
De »~partment from 1940 to 1942 in the State De ypartment Disease Con- 
trol Laboratory of Wisconsin from 1942 to 1944; with the Department 
of Conservation in 1944. Subsequently he became associated with the 
Associated Fur Farms, Inc., at New Holstein, Wis., from 1945 on. 

Dr. Hartsough reported in the National Fur News for August 1946, 
at page 7, the feeding of poultry waste and I will read briefly what he 
said: 

Our feeding trials were conducted with both foxes and mink. In the first 
feeding trials we fed the chicken byproducts so that it replaced all the horse meat 
in the diet. This diet for foxes consisted of the following: 


Percent 
Frozen chicken byproducts (carno) —..................-..--...- Dinckwiekt bbe’ Se 
| Gee eres eae a er _ Le = ee ee See Fe 
EE RE I, CARR Re : LRAT 
Gaerne. conte Poteet seas cet EEE 3a ke SE 3 
eee 8 SSS EN ee ee Se asein eS T. 

For mink the ration was formulated in this manner: 

Percent 
a a LE TS 
SANE ccctaian Ps at SP A Rs mes ie J poe ee ee .~ ow 
National Mink cereal ae AR Pee es ua : scant aeesticnigediciahilk aa 
Cod liver oil_._._- PAS TS aa ea sie , Pa? ae a a 25 
pe a ee ee ee ee a ee ae asda cide A 


Mr. Jonas. I agree that is true. Yo ou sign 7 agree eee that. But 
nobody contends when you feed chicken waste to mink that that in- 
herently is dangerous to the mink itself, to the health of the mink. 
But in regard to this article by Dr. Hartsough, how does that connect 
up with the injection into the food of stilbestrol ? 

Dr. Byerty. The point I am trying to make, Mr. Chairman, is this, 
that Dr. Hartsough reported experiments in which chicken waste had 
been fed to mink in reproduction in 1946. Our work which was done 
in 1947 and published in 1948 was done with mink during the summer- 
time, not done during the reproductive period and it was so reported. 

Mr. Jonas. Are you referring to the time when your experiments 
were started, where you fed chicken waste containing stilbestrol to 
mink ¢ 

Dr. Byreriy. No; it is just with respect to the chicken waste, which 
is one of the contentions Mr. Parkhill introduced, that we have recom- 
mended the use of chicken waste. It was not solely the Department 
of Agriculture that made such recommendations. This was Dr. Hart- 
sough on the outside who referred directly to the use of chicken waste 
during the reproductive period. 

Mr. Jonas. You are emphasizing that the Government went into 
the research business in regard to the use of chicken waste and after a 
certain period did you say it was all right and make recommendations 
in its favor? Aparently there is no doubt about that and at that time, 
or from the time of the publication of Dr. Hartsough. were you con- 
cerned about stilbestrol being in chicken waste, or did that come up 
later ? 

Dr. Byrrty. That is correct; yes, sir. 

Do we need more for the record? I do not wish to prolong the 
hearing. 
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Mr. Jonas. Use your own judgment. I am relying entirely on you 
in regard to that. 

Mr. Parxuun. If it will assist I will say that there was such an 
article by Dr. Hartsough in 1946 in which he recommended feeding 
chicken waste to mink with favorable results; and it was done with 
breeding mink during the breeding season. 

Mr. Jonas. Was that connected with the Department ? 

Dr. Byerty. No. 

Mr. Jonas. In regard to the chicken waste fed in 1945 and 1946, did 
this organization feed chicken waste ¢ 

Dr. Byeriy. The use of chicken waste grew out of the activities of 
one big processing plant in Omaha, a very large one that saw an 
outlet for poultry offal and so it prepared, I think, some chicken waste 
frozen and canned some and offered it to the fur farmers and they 
moved quite a substantial amount of it. In addition, there was a 
casual use by fur farmers of poultry offal but this was the first substan- 
tial movement. It was established by individual enterprise, if you 
like. It shows that there was research in 1947 and you find experi- 
ments were conducted along about there in the summer and fall feed- 
Ing chicken waste only. 

Now, going further into the record, the first knowledge or alarm 
that we received from our cooperative agent Dr. Robert Enders of 
Swarthmore, was on October 15, 1949, and it was noted by a letter to 
Millar and we have requested the correspondence and that will wy? 
ably be in the correspondence from Millar and Bassett. We expect 
will be here this afternoon. 

Mr. Jonas. Pardon me for the interruption, but I notice there has 
been a statement placed in the record by you in regard to Dr. Hart- 
sough’s education and background, and in regard to his investigations 
in this subject. 

You have also mentioned Dr. Enders, and is he supposed to be what 
you might call the final authority on the subject, or one who has the 
last word, as we sometimes say? Is he supposed to be the man who 
has made the most minute research and made the most minute studies 
about it? 

Dr. Byrrerty. There is no other person in the United States, in my 
opinion and to my knowledge, who has done more work or better work 
on the physiology of reproduction of mink than Dr. Enders. 

Mr. Jonas. That is putting it very concisely. Now, Dr. Byerly, 
don’t you think we should have hte benefit of Dr. Enders’ testimony 
here? I am not reflecting on what you do, because you understand 
but, since you make that statement that he is the man who has made 
the most detailed and most minute research, couldn’t we get him here 
and have him give us the benefit of his knowledge, for this reason: 
This is not a claim for just a few hundred dollars, but we are talking 
about thousands of dollars. This claim will not only have to be 
processed through the special committee, but the gene ral committee, 
and there will be many inquiries made as to why this claim came up, 
and there will be many questions raised about it. Don’t you think 
Dr. Enders could help us, or do you think it would be embarrassing 
to get him down here? I do not want to do anything which you think 
would not be compatible. I want to ask for help. 
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Dr. Byrriy. You express yourself in most courteous terms. You 
asked Friday if the Department of Agriculture intended to call Dr. 
Enders as a witness, and I said we did not. That is true. But, quite 
obviously, we have no objection to you calling Dr. Enders, and I would 
be pleased to call him on your suggestion, so that we could get him 
here. As I say, we cannot command him to come; he is not under our 
administrative authority. But we can ask him to come, and, if it is the 
committee’s opinion that we should do so, I will be very glad to go 
back to Agriculture and explore that possibility, and, if Agriculture 
does not wish to call him, or persuade him, then you are at liberty to 
call him. 

Now I cannot express an opinion as to the desirability of calling 
Dr. Enders. Dr. Enders is a highly competent person; Dr. Enders 
is a research scientist. You asked me Thursday whether I thought 
Dr. Enders would want to come. Let me state it conservatively, that 
Dr. Enders has not expressed a desire to be a witness. 

Mr. Jonas. From some of the information that was presented here 
Friday it is my belief that Dr. Enders could shed some important 
light on the subject we are now considering. 

Dr. Byrerty. I have one letter from Dr. Enders to a Mr. August 
Genetti, on whose behalf a bill was introduced. 

Mr. Macnrowicz. And who was here Friday. 

Mr. Jonas. Is the claimant here? 

Dr. Byrerty. May I ask the privilege of reading this for your 
benefit and not for the record ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

(Dr. Byerly read the contents of a document. ) 

Mr. Jonas. Well, it seems to me, Doctor, that that letter is indica- 
tive of the fact that we should get Dr. Enders down here. 

Dr. Byerty. Then it is your request that I call him? 

Mr. Jonas. You make an attempt, through your Department. 

Dr. Byerty. Yes; I will be very glad to take it up with Agriculture 
and let you know at once. 

Mr. Jonas. Mr. Lee will give you information as to how to get 
him here. It just takes an hour or so to get down from where he is, 
doesn’t it? 

Dr. Byrrty. A little longer. It is just outside of Philadelphia. 

Mr. JON AS, How do we get Dr. Enders here ? 

Mr. Ler. If he will not come voluntarily, of course, we could sub- 
pena him. 

Mr. Jonas. How do you take care of his expenses? 

Mr. Parkuity. I will undertake to take care of his expenses. I 
don’t think the doctor, Dr. Byerly, should be put to that expense, when 
he isn’t an employee of the Agriculture Department. 

Dr. Byrerty. The only thing it would involve would be an informal 
request from Agriculture, asking him to appear on behalf of Agri- 
culture, or whether you will ask him. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, you determine that, and we will see if we cannot 
work out the mechanics of the situation. I am sure we can. If 
Agriculture does not want to bring him, then we will call him by 
telephone and, if necessary, issue a subpena and ask him to come 
here to meet these people as soon as possible. 

Mr. Parkuiii. Actually, I was going to suggest that I would like 
to have him here next Friday. I know that the whole committee 
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meets on Thursday, doesn’t it? I would suggest meeting this coming 
Friday. ) 

Mr. Jonas. Friday, March 9, would be satisfactory to me. 

Mr. Parkuim. That would be convenient to me. I would have 
to stay over for some other matters for a couple of d: ays, and Friday 
would be quite convenient. 

Mr. Jonas. All right; we will agree on Friday, if it is satisfactory. 
and in the meantime we will set in motion the mechanics to have Dr. 
Ienders here. 

Dr. Byerly, you may proceed with eaten ran ment. 

Dr. Byerty. A warning was proposed by Dr. Enders on January 
6, 1950, and issued on Jar uary 16, L950, Tt was released to all the 
fur journals. 

Dr. Byrerty. There has been entered into the record an article by 
Dr. Robe TTS W hich was conceded rd be the most direct ey ide! ce, al d 


you asked for his pedigree, Mr. airman, which I have obtained, 
if I can find it here. 

I was mistaken in my dates, because January 16 is correct for the 
release. The title shows it Was released oO! February 14 but this 
was released, according to th re ord, whi h can be sul Stal t} its ad. 


on the 16th. 

Mr. Parkniti. I thought you misspoke yourself. 

Dr. Byerty. That istrue. There were two releases. and the Janu- 
ary 16 date was correct. 

You asked for the pedigree of Dr. Willard Lewis Roberts. He 
obtained his bachelor’s degree from Milton College in 1927: master 
of arts from Wisconsin in 1932: de ctor of philosophy n biochem strv, 
University ot Wisconsin, 1957. Ile Was a ¢ hemiust n the State recu 
latory department of North Dakota from 1928 to 1930, and from 1932 
to 1935: he was an assistant chemist in Wisconsin from 1930 to 1932: 
he was a biochemist in Wisconsin from 1935 to 1937: director of cereal 
research in the Post Products division of the General Foods Corp. 
from 1937 to 1941: biochemical and analytical chemist. research. 
central laboratories, (7e neral Foods ¢ Orp.. 1942-45: technical d rector, 
(iaines division, General] “i veg orp.. 1945 to 1947: and he has worked 
with Fromm Bros.—lI thin hat is the Federal Foods division 
bom Bros.., (a: unesyv ille, Wi 9 from L947 tod ite. 

Mr. Jonas. An article has ‘teen introduced in the record, writte1 
by Dr. Roland K. Me ‘ver. What is his pedigree ? 

Dr. Byer! Y. Dy ° Meyer has been professor of zoology at the U7 
versity of Wiscsiaaia since 1958. Prior to that time he was assistant 
professor of zoology at the U? iversity of W CONSID fr m 1935 to 
LOS. From 1930 to 1932 he was a national research fellow on the 
staff of the anatomy department, medical school, Uni versity of 
Rochester, Rochester, N. Y.: and in 1933 he had a special fellow 
hip in the anatomy department at Rochester. In tang > he was 


on the reset arch stati of the | pyonn ake Kalamazoo. \I en I] Ss fit ld 

re h and acl o has heey wnbr loo “7 } rnoloe, 
of research and teaching ha een embryology a d endocrinology, 
particularly in the held of endocrinology of reprod ction. \t pres 
ent he 1S teaching embryology and endocrinology. a id cLoes research 


and supervises the re search work of approximate ly or) craduate Stu- 
dents in the field of en docrin ology. 
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Mr. Parxut. I have introduced in the record Dr. Roberts’ article, 
What Happens When Pellett-Inserted Chicken Heads Are Fed to 
Mink? He found that a very small quantity caused harm. 

Dr. Byerty. Will you concede that in that same article Dr. Roberts 
said he obtained excellent results from feeding poultry waste? 

Mr. Parkut. I will concede not only that but I will concede 
within certain limitations that the percentage of poultry waste in 
the diet, if it does not have this drug in it, is a good feed. I will 
concede that. In other words, I concede both. 

Dr. Byrrerty. You have expressed yourself as interested in the 
truth. May I make a reservation at this point ! 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Byrrty. It has been known since the publication of papers in 
1930, cited by Dr. Harold Burrows, C. B. E., Ph. D., F. R. C. 5., in 
his book, Biological Action of Sex Hormones, printed at the Uni- 
versity Press, Cambridge, England, in 1949, on page 298, discussing: 
Sources, metabolism, and excretion of estrogens. One of his sources 
was the ovary. A further source of estrogen was given as beet-root 
seeds, potato tubers, parsley roots, and yeast. Estrogen in the 
amount of 40 to 600 international units has been extracted from a 
kilogram of honey, and 6,000 international units have been obtained 
from 1 kilogram of dried sage. It has been found that there are 
from 1,000 to 2,000 international units of estrogen in a kilogram of 
mineral oil, and 8,000 m. u. in a kilogram of naphtha. Even in 
natural asphalt there were found 10,000 m. u. in a kilogram. Estro- 
gen was also found in coal. Burrows cites a 1930 report by Juhn 
Gustavson (p. 305) that the feces of a hen in the springtime may 
contain 700 to 1,000 rat units of estrogenic activity per kilogram. 

Mr. Jonas. Now, when you speak of estrogenic substances, that has 
te do with the stimulation of the reproductive glands? 

Dr. Byrerty. I have here a volume on Vitamins and Hormones— 
Advances in Research and Application, edited by Dr. Robert S. Harris, 
professor of biochemistry of nutrition, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Cambridge, Mass., and Prof. Clarence B. Thimann, pro- 
fessor of plant physiology, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass., 
published by the Academic Press, Inc., of New York, in 1947. In 
this work there is a study on Effect of Exogenous ik a on the 
Male Mammal, by Emmens and Parkes. They are Dr. C. W. Emmens, 
at the laboratory known for medical research at acide ad, London, 
England, and Dr. A. S. Parkes, who is a research worker at that same 
institution. Quoting from page 234, under the subheading “Chemical 
structure of estrogen,” reporting on the quantitative difference of the 
activity between various synthetic estrogens, which would include 
diethylstilbestrol, they say: 

Diethylstilbestrol is the best known of a series of highly potent synthetic 
estrogens prepared by Dodds and his coworkers. Its activity is between that 
of estrone and that of estradiol; the exact ratio again varies according to the 
test method. It has not been found in nature. 

They go on further and say: 

Hexestrol, also prepared by Dodds, has about the same potency as diethyl- 
stilbestrol. Soth of these synthetic compounds differ from natural estrogens 
in being highly active by mouth, but otherwise resemble them in biological 
action to a remarkable degree. Reports of quantitative difference in activity 
between these synthetic estrogens and members of the estradiol series have not 
been substantiated. 
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Mr. Jonas. What is the anatomical application of that? What use 
could be made of that ? 

Dr. Byrrriy. The estrogenic substances do many things. In the 
first place, it brings about pressure on the uterus for impregnation. 
It is accountable for one of the hormones, accountable for the physio- 
logical behavior of the human female in the menstrual phenomena. 
I said, it is one of the hormones, and it has to do with the growth of 
the mammae tissues. It has to do with the secondary female charac- 
teristics in general. 

As I pointed out, it also occurs in the male. Its functions there are 
less well understood. 

Likewise, male hormones occur in the female, and there is apparently 
a balance of these hormones which determines the physiological state 
of the individual. 

No one of these hormones works by itself, 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, natural estrogenic substances are in the 
glands ? 

Dr. Byrriy. Exactly. 

Mr. Jonas. And diethylstilbestrol stimulates the glands? 

Dr. Byrerty. It does not stimulate the production of estrogenic sub- 
stances by the body. It may, indeed, inhibit the production of estro- 
genic substances by the body. It is substitutive or additive rather 
than transforming into estrogenic substances. 

Mr. Parkhill asked me in regard to its effect on the ovaries. I 
refused to concede that. but I checked over out at Beltsville some 
current experiments that we are conducting on poultry. 

There were implanted 12 milligrams of diethylstilbestrol. There 
were 2D such females implanted. There were 11 of the same age and 
from the same hatch used as controls. 

On March 3 there remained 22 in the experimental lot, and 1 was 
sick, There remained 6 in the control lot. In other words, 5 had died. 

No treated live bird and, indeed, ho control bird that lived to sexual 
maturity, had failed to lay. In other words, all 22 of the birds that 
had been implanted on November 1 had laid eggs, although there was 
| sick bird that was not laying on March 3. There was only 3 days 
difference in sexual maturity, which was not significant. The eggs 
per bird for the period were substantially identical, 19 eggs per hen in 
each group. 

It is not to be concluded that the administration of chethy stilbestrol 
will necessarily interfere with ovulation. 

Mr. Jonas. May I ask you another question here? This is to clear 
up something in my mind. Are we agreed on the time when you first 
mink? Was it back in 1939? 

Dr. Byrerty. No, sir. Will you repeat your question ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. When did the Government give any time or Agricul- 
ture give any time to the over-all program of feed hg chic ken waste to 


1 ~ . J 1 
gave more than passing attention to the feeding of chicken waste to 


mink ¢ 

Dr. Byeriy. 1947. 

Mr. Jonas. Prior to that time, Agriculture took no part in proc- 
essing it at all? 

Dr. Byreriy. No, sir. 


81917 51 ser, 2 6 
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Mr. Jonas. If a mink farmer fed chicken waste, he did it on his 
own ¢ 

Dr. Brerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonas. We found testimony, doctor, that there are a series of 
mink pens stretching along the Illinois area that are involved in this 
claim. Most of the claims that we have here are along in the Illinois 
and Indiana area. 

Dr. Byeriy. I think they are evenly divided between Illinois and 
the northeastern United States. 

Mr. Jonas. We have some from Illinois and we also have some 
claims from up in New York. 

Dr. Byrerry. I think there are two in New York and one in Penn- 
sylvania. 

Mr. Jonas. Now how are we going to reconcile the facts? Maybe 
you can explain it to me. 

Up to 1947, it is to be assumed some chicken waste was fed, and, 
while they may have fed chicken waste, so far as we know, there was no 
interference with the birth rate of mink, that is, as far as the records 
go. 
Then, in 1947, they began to feed chicken waste in larger quantities, 
and under the supervision of the Department of Agriculture, we will 
say, you gave some attention to it, and you also had entered into an 
experiment of putting a pellet into the chicken’s head which contained 
stilbestrol; am I correct ? 

Dr. Byerty. There is an assumption implied in your remarks. 

Mr. Jonas. Am I correct that that is the general procedure that 
took place ¢ 

Dr. Byrerty. There is one statement I would not concede, Judge, 
and that is that mink production was as you have described it, normal, 
up to that time. 

Mr. Jonas. Well, we haven’t any evidence to the contrary, have we? 

Dr. Byrrerty. I believe it would be possible to introduce a series of 
records showing where mink breeders have had failures. 

Mr. Jonas. But these are specific cases. These men have testified 
that there has been a falling off in the productivity of the animals, 
that is, particular individuals. Now, if it were confined to just one 
section or area, it would raise a question in my mind, but how do 
you account for the fact that this falling off in the production of 
mink extended from Illinois clear across to New York? The falling 
off of mink production occurred in different areas, Now. what pro- 
duced that particular propensity in the particular animals that we 
are talking about, not only in one spot but clear across the country, 
that were fed chicken waste ? 

Dr. Byerty. At your request Friday, Judge, you asked me to con- 
cede that there was a high presumption of the probability that the 
feeding of caponette offal containing residual stilbestrol had ocea- 
sioned difficulty in breeding mink. I don’t concede that that has been 
demonstrated—that feeding caponette offal has done that. I concede 
that there is a high probability. 

Mr. Jonas. But that is based on the testimony before us. But it 
is conceded as a high presumption that if you have caponette heads 
in the chicken waste, with stilbestrol pellets in it, that there would 
be a definite connection between the use of that waste and the nonbreed- 
ing of that mink that ate it. We are agreed on that to that extent? 
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Dr. Brerty. That is right. 

Mr. Jonas. All right. 

Dr. BYERLY. The dosage has been referred to in the record with 
respect to animals, and some very sorry cases cited of the presumptive 
effect in humans. 

In that connection | should like to introduce into the record, if I 
may, a brief statement by Dr. A. R. Abarbanel, of the College of 
Medical Evangelists, Los Angeles, Calif. He graduated from the 
Long Island College and was an Instructor in research in the depart- 
ment of obstetrics and gynecology at Long Island C llege. He is a 
member of the conterence on fertility that took part In the cliscussion 
of the problem of fertility in the proceedings of the conference on 
fertility held under the auspices of the national committee on maternal 
health. These proceedings were eclited by Ear] ¥ Engel and were 
printed by the Princeton University Press, of Princeton, N. J., in 


1946. Dr. Abarbanel said: 


I just want to add one word about the polyeystic ovaries in the human 
There seems to be a more or less mimon finding of these. A couple of 
years ago we reported the management of these cases following the suggestion 
and use of large doses of estrogen We never found ovaries as big as Dr. 


Hammond found in the cow. We did find very large polycystic ovaries, which 
until this time were treated clinically by resection of the ovaries; but by giving 
stilbestrol in doses usually running around 5 milligrams a day and checking the 
patient once or twice a week, we found that these overian cysts or polycystic 
ovaries regressed in size. On stopping the stilbestrol after a total of 100 to 1.200 
milligrams, we found, as a rule, that within 3 weeks after stopping the stil 
bestrol, or waiting until there was an estrogen deprivation, there was a secretory 
endometrium in practically every case. We had an 18-year-old patient who 
had been curetted five times for functional bleeding, and each time showed a 
so-called Swiss cheese endometrium, that is, marked endometrial hyperplasia 
After this treatment with stilbestrol, 1.200 milligrams, to make the ovaries 
regress, we found a secretory endometrium. This patient is menstruating 
regularly, and two or three biopsies taken at the first day i 
she was still ovulating 

Mr. Jonas. I saw an article where they tried to use it in cases of 
hepatitis; but what we want, secondarily, to know is what it does to 
the sexual organs. 

Dr. Byrerty. I think that is correct. There were also references 
made to cancerous activity of estrogenic substances. That was an 
allegation that is contrary to statements to be fou d on page oob of 
the Action of Estrogens on the Accessory Ge! ital Organs. l! B O- 
logical Actions of Sex Hormones. by Dr. Harold Burrovw s to who) 
1 referred previously. He states: 


Estrogens have been found to benefit patients who are suffering from cancer 


of the prostate by relieving the pain and causing the growths to shrink To some 
extent, the relief thus brought about may be attributed to shrinking of the 
accessory male generative tissues and the reduction of pressure caused in this 
way. Kut the benefits seem to extend beyond this and to include a shrinkage 
of the cancerous tissue itself If this be so, it suggests that cancerous prosta 

cells are not always completely independent of hormona fluences, ; agi me of 


us have thought, and it may even be found that their depend e on these 
hormones is so pronounced that the malignant cells will not crow t | 


i 


the supply of androgen is suppressed by castration or | the continued SuUppLy 
ol estrogen Apropos this matter, it may be noted that prostatic cancer 7 
unknown in eunuchs and eunuchoids (Moore, 1944). In the absence of expe 


ments on animals, research into this important matter has been difficult. inexact 
and therefore inconclusive ; but a method of inducing gliandnlar-celled t ansplant 
able prostatic cancer in mice has been discovered (Horning. 1946) ind it wi 
now be possible for exact boratory investigations of the problem to be 
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So, that shows that prostatic cancer was checked by the use of 
estrogens. 

Now, I am not competent to testify in the medical field, and I am 
only calling attention to these things. 

By the way, should I put my own pedigree in ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. I thought you would start off with that. 

Dr. Byreriy. I am not skilled in these matters. 

Mr. Parkut.. I will concede he is a good man. 

Mr. Jonas. The evidence is that he is, and I would like to have his 
record. 

Dr. Byrerty. I am embarrassed to do it. I think Mr. Knauss has 
my record. 

I am T. C. Byerly, animal husbandman in charge of the Animal 
Husbandry Division of the Bureau of Animal Industry of the Agri- 
cultural Research Administration of the United States Department 
of Agriculture. 

I hold the degrees of bachelor of arts, master of science, and doctor 
of philosophy from the State University of Iowa, 1926; instructor in 
zoology, University of Michigan, 1926-27. 

I specialized in the field of experimental embryology and phsy lology. 
I was a physiologist in the Bureau of Animal Industry from 1929 to 
1937, being charged with research in physiology of development and 
of reproduction. 

I was a professor at the University of Maryland from 1937 to 1941. 

From 1941 to 1947, I was in charge of research in poultry, hus- 
bandry, research in physiology, and research in genetics, and research 
in nutrition in the Bureau of Animal Industry. 

Since 1947, I have been in charge of the Animal Husbandry Divi- 
sion, where my principal responsibilities are to develop research in 
livestock production. 

I am a winner of the Borden award in 1943. 

I am a member of the Division of Biology in Agriculture, National 
Research Council, and a member of the governing board of the Ameri- 
can Institute of Biological Sciences. I am a fellow of the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science and a fellow of the Poul- 
try Science Association, a member of the Society for Animal Produc- 
tion, the American Society of Zoologists, the Society for Experimental 
Biology in Medicine, and the Academy of Medicine of Washington, 
D. C. 

For the present, I believe I have exhausted my direct testimony. 

Now, there is one question you asked me to clear up, and that is who 
was the Director of the Agricultural Research Administration in 
1943-44. I stated it was Dr. W. D. Lambert. I find it was Dr. E. C. 
Auchter. (See p. 41.) 

Mr. Jonas. All right. The record may show the correction. 

That substantially concludes what you want to offer now for the 
record. Later on you are privileged to develop any circumstances 
that you may think necessary. 

Do you, Mr. Parkhill, want to ask any further questions ? 

Mr. Parxui. I would appreciate the op agai 

Dr. Byerly, you have just referred to Dr. A. R. Abarbanel as an 
authority on the subject of “Hormonal Control SE Ovulation.” I take 
the liberty of quoting a statement by him and his coauthors that ap- 
peared in the Journal of the American Medical Association, volume 
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121, at page 1123, in which, of course, he is speaking of the treatment 
of human beinioe, and ask you if you agree with ‘this statement—I 
am quoting: 

Clearly, then, a daily dose of 1 mg. is a relatively large dose— 

He is speaking of stilbestrol. 

Dr. Byrerty. I think I would not like to express an opinion nor did 
I intend to express an opinion with respect to the statement that I 
read into the record, but only to report a statement. 

Mr. Parxut. In that event, I should like to show you—I don’t 
have the article with me, but I should like to show you a verbatim quo- 
tation from the article to which I have referred, by Dr. A. R. Abar- 
banel, who is a member of the Association for the Study of Internal 
Secretions. 

Now, Doctor, if I understood you rightly, you spoke of having con- 
fidence in the men in the field and of not censoring their reports. So 
you testified the other day; and, as a matter of fact, they are cen- 
sored; is not everything that they want to publish approved by the 
Bureau of Animal Industry? 

Dr. Brrerty. The process of approval is an examination by our edi- 
torial people for polishing, for correct use of English, and an exami- 
nation for logic. No one person can examine research results. no 
matter how skilled he is, without direct knowledge of the circum- 
stances under which those data were gathered, and have an opinion 
which is superior to that of the competent research man himself. So, 
in reviewing research work, the benefit of any doubt is resolved i 
favor of the research man, because he is the man who collected the 
data. He is the man who should have the best opinion about them. 
Further than that, in the case of an opinion except where policy 
matters are involved, I believe that a research man has a right to 
express his opinion. 

Mr. Parxut. It is a fact, however, that while that may be your 
once ption on the basis upon whic h the Chie f of the Bureau of Anim: al 
Indus try mi: akes his decisions, to get right down to my qi iestion, it Is 
a fact that the Chief of the Bureau of Animal industry decides 
whether or not the views of a research man may be published; isn’t 
that true? 

Dr. Byrriuy. Yes, sit 

Mr. Parxutin. As a matter of fact, I believe there is evidence here 
that an article submitted by Dr. Enders in 1949 for publication was 
prohibited in the form submitted. 

Dr. Byrriy. For stated reasons. 

Mr. Parxutm.. Now, you also stated, I believe, that the recom- 
mendation in regard to the feeding of chicken waste contained in 
circular No. 801, which is the circular issued by the Department of 
Agriculture in September 1948, was copied from a 1939 publication. 
Is it not true that the Department fattening experiments to which 
you have referred, where chicken waste = fed to mink, were made 
shortly before the public ation of circular No. 801? 

Dr. Byrrerty. That is true. 

Mr. Parkutii. Were those experiments made by the Department 
disregarded when it prepared that circular? 

Dr. Byrerty. Not at all. 
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Mr. Yarxumn. All right. Now, you have stated the recommenda- 
tions that you made were weasel-worded, and I want to say that I 
appreciate your candor. You spoke of the recommendation for the 
feeding of chicken waste to mink, and, while you mentioned chicken 
waste being fed only in the summer and fall, the recommendation in 
that respect in circular 801 is not so restricted; is it? There is nothing 
weasel-worded about it? What it says in circular No. 801, at page 
19, is: 

Chicken or turkey heads (with beaks chopped off) and entrails make good 
mink feed; also jackrabbit and muskrat carcasses (during trapping season) are 
good. This material should be fresh and handled in a sanitary manner. 

Dr. Byeriy. Yes. The weight to be attached to the recommendation 
in circular 801 is that it calls attention to the fact that poultry waste 
may be fed as a protein substitute. 

Mr. Parxuty. I have it right in front of me. 

Dr. Byerity. Context is important. 

Mr. Parkuiy. I would be glad to have you refer to anything in 
the context that in any way warns in regard to this matter we are 
discussing, which I read to you. It says: 

Chicken or turkey heads (with beaks chopped off) and entrails make good 
mink feed. 

You stop right there. Shouldn't there be a qualification in circular 
S01 ¢ 

Dr. Byrerty. Insofar as I know, circular 801 contained no warning 
with respect to the use of caponette waste. 

Mr. Parkuin. Thank you. 

Now, similarly referring to the recommendation published in July 
1949 in the National Fur News, in an article, as I recall, by Mr. Bassett, 
in which he refers, at page 29 of that magazine, to the feeding of 
chicken waste, is there anything weasel-worded or qualified about that 
recommendation ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. What document are you reading from? 

Mr. Parkutii. It is the July 1949 issue of the National Fur News, 
and the article is by Mr. Bassett. It is entitled “Practical Economics 
in Feeding Mink Kits.” 

Mr. Jonas. All right. We will make reference to it as exhibit 19. 

Mr. Parkuiti. Without reading the whole article, I will read just 
several paragraphs of the article which seem pertinent : 

The purpose of this research was not to change the feeding practices of mink 
ranchers who had ample supplies of old horses, packing-house byproducts, or 
fish, available at low prices. Rather, it was to determine what products were 
readily available at little cost that could satisfactorily replace in part at least, 
the meat portion of the mink diet when meat was scarce or no longer available. 
That time is rapidly approaching in the United States, and you perhaps have 
a similar condition in Canada. 

Our standard price for old horses at the station for many years has been $5. 
Now, with dog and cat companies bidding against one another for old horses 
and paying from $30 to $40 each at auction, the mink farmer in our region must 
pay at least those prices if he is to obtain any of the product. What can be used 
in place of horse meat? What is available at prices he can afford? 

One product, formerly thrown out, concerning which you have probably heard 
a great deal, and which appears to hold great promise, is poultry waste. This 
consists primarily of the head, feet, and entrails of chickens, although the heads 
and necks, as well as the entrails of turkeys, are also very desirable for feeding 
mink. 
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One year’s work with growing kits has shown that poultry waste gave a faster 
initial growth than horse meat when these two products each constituted 35 
percent of the diet. Just prior to pelting there was no significant difference 
between the groups in average weight or in quality of pelt produced. A com- 
plete report of this experiment, including the safeguards that must be observed 
in feeding the product, was published in the Canadian and American fur-farming 
magazines last summer and fall. 

This article seems to me to be a general endorsement. The word 
“promise” occurs there, and there is a reference to— 

One year’s work with growing kits has shown that poultry waste gave a faster 
initial growth. 

Dr. Byrrty. I conceded the implication on Friday. It was a piece 
of work with limited significance. 

Is a man to be limited to that short segment that he has examined ? 
Should he be limited absolutely to his conservative thinking? Should 
you say that this man should not have said anything about growing 
mink at this time. or that there should have been an implication of 
inherent danger, or that he should have entered a denial? Isn’t ita 
matter of judgment and opinion ? 

The usual practice, I believe, when a man addresses an audience is 
to try to interpret his results so that his opinions and his evidence is 
apparent to them. It is not always possible to distinguish between 
evidence and opinion. 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Byerly, the Bassett article is an overstatement rather 
than an understatement. 

Dr. Byrerty. I would like to point out that the language in the article 
was conservative. It was a conservative statement. I concede that 
an implication might be derived from those statements. 

Mr. Parkhill asked me to read this statement. Here it says 
“promise”; here it says “One year’s work”; and here it says “with 
growing kits.” This is a limited endorsement and not a general 
endorsement. There may be other language there, Mr. Parkhill. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. If you state, Dr. Byerly, that this is a limited en- 
dorsement, you will agree that nothing is said about limiting it to the 
summer and fall. The words “summer and fall” are not used. Is 
that true or isn’t it true? 

Dr. Byerty. No. It says “growing kits.” 

Mr. Parkuiy. I beg your pardon. Does it say anything here that 
you should feed only in the summer or fall, or is there any reference 
made to the summer and fall ? 

Dr. Byreriy. That is my point. Kits grow in the summer and fall. 

Mr. Parkuiwy. In referring to growing kits, that has no reference 
to the statement above that chicken and turkey waste are very desir- 
able for feeding mink: it has deference to the crowth rate of the mink: 
has it not? 

Dr. Byrerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkuiw. Adult mink apparently don't have a great deal said 
about them of any significance; do they ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. I did not disagree with that statement. 

Mr. Parkui.u. So that, while this article does actually state about 
the growing kits, it speaks solely in connection with their CTOWINYG 
rate. Another purpose it gave was a faster rate of growth. 

Dr. Byrerty. That is correct. 
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Mr. Parxutiyi. That statement was made for the purpose of guid- 
ing and advising mink ranchers; wasn’t it ? 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. “May I point out the date of this? 

Mr. Parkuin. The date is July 1949. 

Dr. Byrriy. The first record we have so far been able to show our 
concern in the caponette problem was October 1949. 

Mr. Parkuttt. When you spoke of the release which was subse- 
quently published in November 1948 in the American Fur Breeder as 
being weasel-worded, referring to the fact that there was a mention 
of feeding tests in the summer and fall, isn’t it true, Doctor, that while 
the tests were made in the summer and fall the conc Jusion drawn by 
the author was that poultry waste consisting primarily of the heads, 
feet, and entrails of chicken obtained fresh from dressing plants can 
be satisfactorily used either as a balance for or a substitute for horse- 
meat ? 

Dr. Byrriy. I think I will concede this. Perhaps I will ask you to 
concede too, that what an article means to a reader can only be de- 
termined by that reader. I would also concede, Mr. Parkhill, if I 
read an article I look for two things: First I look for evidence and then 
I look for opinions. 

I would say that the evidence presented in this paper refers to 
growing kits in the summer and fall. I would, therefore, state that 
evidence has been produced only with respect to that period, and that 
no evidence, only opinion, has been presented beyond that period. 
Again, I do not wish to defend it, nor do I think it needs to be 
defended. 

It is true and correct that the opinions of Charles Bassett and Robert 
Enders with respect to mink are expert opinion. We know opinions 
are eventually derived from evidence and experience, and we know 
that opinions sometimes overreach themselves. 

Mr. Jonas. What I am trying to get at is this: What you have liter- 
ally in the article is one thing. The whole article is based on the evi- 
dence that the man has, plus his personal opinion, and that is in the 
writing. Now, you don’t read it so much from the literal terms of the 
article, as to what prompted a man to come to that definite conclusion 
or reason in those premises. 

Dr. Byrerty. You are quite right, Judge. With respect to Bassett 
and Enders, they have shown unusual zeal and interest in field prob- 
lems and field experience of the mink breeder. They have done their 
utmost, far beyond the requirements imposed on them as employees 
or cooperators of the Department of Agriculture in exerting them- 
selves to try to find answers and helpful information for the mink 
breeders. Their motives are of the highest and their diligence is of 
the greatest. 

Mr. Jonas. No doubt you are familiar with researches made on 
insulin, which, I believe, was carried on experimentally by California 
University prior to the time that it was put to practical application. 
There were quite a number of articles on the possibilities of the use 
of insulin in regard to diabetic cases. 

Dr. Byerty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. At the start, the people who acted on the advice con- 
tained in the first articles published regarding insulin had to rely 
upon the opinions expressed in those articles in order to prove as 
nearly as possible these experiments that these men were advocating. 
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Dr. Byerty. Judge, you raise a very important issue, and it applies 
to all research in the laboratory: The final test must be in application, 
and it is also concededly true that it does not always hold up. That 
is true in practically all cases. 

Mr. Jonas. The American Medical Journal research men have ad- 
vocated and urged that some drug will cure specific things, and then 
they have to take it all back later on. Antihistamines were touted as 
an actual cure for colds. They have had to take it back because, in 
the final analysis, they found it is not true. That is what develops 
when these drugs are tried out experimentally. 

Dr. Byerty. With antihistamine, my wife uses it and gets a great 
deal of comfort from it. 

Mr. Jonas. I use it for hay fever. It is the best means I have so far 
had, but in regard to it being a cure for colds, it has not been estab- 
lished yet that it will do that. It has, of course, good virtues, and in 
other fields it works out very well. 

Mr. Parkut.. I trust it is beside the point to show that there is no 
contention on our part that chicken waste with the absence of the 
drug makes poor feed. 

I assume, Dr. Bylerly, when we speak of research, it is of different 
kinds. We may have experiments on rats and dogs and have that ap- 
plication later on humans, before we know whether the indicated re- 
sults will work out satisfactorily with human beings; is that right ¢ 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes. 


Then, there is another point which is pertinent, that in the present 


state of our knowledge, the total amount of estrogenic activity in the 
diet cannot be stated by analysis, even as to a single pena ent. [have 
previously pointed out that estrogenic activity is very generally dis- 


tributed. 

Mr. Parkutu. I would like to make a request. Dr. Byerly has 
given his direct testimony. I would like to ask that during my cross- 
examination we stick to my questions. 

Mr. Jonas. We are hearing this in an informal manner, Mr. Park- 
hill: we are not governed by the rules of evidence. 

Mr. Parkuity. But it will probably save time. 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Byerly, you have made a statement in regard to the 
issuance of bulletins and publications. When you issue a document 
under the jurisdiction of the Department of Agriculture, my question 
is as to how much authenticity can be given to it. We assume it is 


authentic. That means that you have the respective writers con- 
nected with your organization. We will take it all for granted. 


Then you made the statement, however, that the useful application 
of what is recommended in that article is largely based on the opinion 
expressed by the man who wrote it, how can we determine how au- 
thentic it is? 

Dr. Byerty. The Chief of the Bureau says, in effect, “This is a man 
I have confidence in; I think it is all right.” 

Mr. Jonas. If that article by one of your employees is on a subject 
that takes in an ra asc that ultimately is very beneficial in its 
practical application, where it has resulted in absolute bona fide good, 
and it does what your et Fe represents it to do, then the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture gets the credit for it. 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. 
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Mr. Jonas. Now, if you get credit for an article, assuming you put 
out an article, and this other article, on the other hand, contains cer- 
tain recommendations, the ultimate results of which prove detrimen- 
tal, then does not the rule work both ways? In other words, if you 
should get the benefit from what you do, you should also suffer the 
consequences. 

Dr. Byrerity. That is a point, Judge, that I think is novel. 

Now, granting the request of Mr. Parkhill to stick to the subject, 
may I ask his forgiveness. 

Mr. Jonas. I am sure he does not mean literally what he says. 

Dr. Byreruy. In the newspapers, and that is all I know about it, 
there have been a great many statements about rain making. Is the 
agency that paid a man’s salary to work with an iodine vapor method 
of alleged rain making responsible for the consequences of his success 
or failure in producing rain and for the effect upon his neighbors who 
have cut their alfalfa the day before and then it rains? 

Mr. Jonas. If it was done under the jurisdiction of the Govern- 
ment. In other words, if you send a man in the air who says, “I can 
make it rain today or tomorrow,” and a man pays you for that phe- 
nomenon, and then you fail to produce what you represented, and 
the man suffers thereby, you would say that the alleged rain maker 
was responsible. 

Dr. Byrerty. But I ask you if this point has been decided. I am 
asking from ignorance. Has this point been raised in our courts? 
Has liability been established? Is it a matter of principle? 

Mr. Jonas. Well, it has, with reference to airplanes flying over a 
fox field, where the vibrations have killed the kits. They have recov- 
ered in various courts and from various branches of our Government. 
They have recovered damages by reason of that. I know that much 
and I cannot go any further than that. My knowledge does not go 
any further than that, but I know there is a precedent in regard to 
vibration and noise from airplanes flying over a production field 
where foxes were killed. You are familiar with that. 

Dr. Byrerty. I am familiar with that. 

Mr. Jonas. Isn’t that somewhat analogous to what we are talking 
about? I think you know what we are talking about. 

Dr. Byreriy. I think the analogy is not very close. The analogy 
would be better had the Government agency published an account 
of the exposure of foxes to noise and stated that noise is of no con- 
cern to foxes. Do you know of any research showing that noise does 
disturb foxes ? 

Mr. Jonas. Well, we get right back to the question of circumstantial 
evidence, and your presumptions don’t win. 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. You say that there is a strong presumption that this 
stilbestrol had something to do with nonproduction of the mink. 

Dr. Byrerriy. I concede it. 

Mr. Jonas. Any recommendation would come from positive evi- 
dence, but a presumption, standing alone, is like circumstantial evi- 
dence; isn’t that true? 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes, sir. And as I understand Mr. Parkhill’s con- 
tention, it is that we were negligent in not warning the mink farmers 
of the probable effect of feeding caponette waste to their mink. 

Mr. Jonas. I thought you had been in accord. 
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Mr. ParKuIu. You better state that over again, because J don’t 
think you said what you meant. 

Dr. Byrriy. As I understand it, Mr. Parkhill’s contention has 
grown, and he is now contending that the Department of Agriculture 
was negligent in failing to warn mink farmers at an earlier date of the 
possibility, in feeding caponette waste, of injuring the breeding per- 
formance of their mink. It has been my duty and obligation to show 
that our people were diligent and that there was no reasonable ground 
for expecting either that any considerable amount of caponette was ste 
would enter into mink feed or that, if it did enter, it did not enter 
such quantities as to justify us in issuing any warning. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not understand it that way, Dr. Byerly. I may be 
confused about the issue, but, as I understand the issue, the conten- 
tion of the claimant is this, that the Department of Agriculture rec- 
ommended a certain food product as a substitute for horsemeat for 
mink. That is No. 1. 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. That the Department of Agriculture in their research 
developed a pellet containing stilbestrol. 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. And that that pellet was inserted in the head of the 
capon and the waste from those ec: apons ultimate ly was proc essed into 
this food that you recommended as a substitute for horsemeat, and the 
fact that you permitted it to go on the market after the chickens had 
been implanted with this powerful drug, which we concede here is 
enough, if given, that it will affect the productive organs of the ani- 
mal, and is the basic cause for making the mink nonproducing. 

Isn’t that what you are trying to get at, Mr. Parkhill? 

Dr. Byrerty. The Department of Agriculture did not do the re- 
search on diethylstilbestrol and its effect on chickens. 

Now, if evidence is required with respect to the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Agriculture with reference to the land-grant colleges 
and the experimental Stations, then | would have to ask you to 


permit me to go to the colleges and say vou wanted a itness toe xX 
plain the work done n t} e land erant colleges, It Is not do. ie by 
the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jonas. But it was done under your supervision and consent. 


In other words, it was interlocked with the work that the Department 
of Agriculture was carrying on. 

Dr. BYERLY. With respect to this work, I am not competent to 
testify. With respect to the relationship between the Department of 
Agriculture and the experiment stations, that point was put into the 
record by Mr. Parkhill, and I am not competent to testify on it. I 
would have to go back to agriculture and have them produce a man 
who could speak on the point. 

Mr. Jonas. Of course, I am assuming there is a close relationship 
of collaboration between the experiment stations that are instituted 
by private enterprises or, we will say, municipal enterprises, like uni- 
versities, and the help and cooperation that they get from the De- 
partment of Agriculture. In other words, the experiments are in- 
terrelated. 

Dr. Byrriy. Judge, I am not permitted to testify on that point. 


I don’t think I should. 
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Mr. Jonas. Didn’t you testify Dr. Enders, while not directly con- 
nected with your bureau, yet he carried on experiments in coopera- 
tion with your bureau / 

Dr. Byrrty. That is a different point. Dr. Enders is a cooperative 
agent of the Bureau of Animal Industry with whom we work directly. 
It is not the same case as one of us working directly under Federal 
grant funds. I simply cannot testify on that point; I am not 
competent. 

Mr. Jonas. Allright. Go ahead, Mr. Parkhill. 

Mr. Parkui.y. Just in passing, there are in evidence here two pa- 
pers published by different manufacturers of these pellets, in both 
of which they claim that the administration of this drug to pullets 
and hens will prevent the hens from laying until the pellet is com- 
pletely absorbed and the effect of the drug has worn off. Do I under- 
stand the drug manufacturers are mistaken in that ? 

Dr. Byrrry. I will state for the record that in our experiments at 
Beltsville with the feeding and injection of 2 milligrams of diethylstil- 
bestrol daily, that did not stop egg production, which is important. 
I would also state, so that you can reconcile it, that various experi- 
menters have found different results, and I would suppose that the 
statement you refer to is one leaning on the side of conservatism. 
I would say there is direct testimony produced from experiments 
that this certainly is not always necessarily or even typically the case. 

Mr. Parkutti. Can you concede that there is evidence the other 
way ¢ 

Dr. Byrriy. There is some evidence, yes. 

Mr. Parkin. Now, in practice, Dr. Byerly, do not poultry raisers 
implant their entire flock when they use the drug, both male and 
female / 

Dr. Byerty. I believe it is true. 

Mr. Parxuiy. In other words, it has a fattening effect on both 
male and female chickens ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. That is true. 

Mr. Parxuitt. It is not limited solely to males ? 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Now, from the Department’s reports it appears 
that since 1947 it was known that 3 milligrams of diethylstilbestrol] 
would hamper reproduction in mink, and that there was also a residue 
of from 1 to 5 milligrams of diethylstilbestrol in a single treated hen. 
Would not this knowledge have warranted some caution in recom- 
mending, in 1948 and 1949, that chicken waste be fed to mink ? 

Dr. Byrrty. I can say to you honestly and truthfully that I have 
expressed my confidence in the honesty and diligence of Mr. Bassett 
and Dr. Enders, and it appears from the record that in the summer of 
1949 they first became suspicious. 

I would also state for the record that the man in charge of our 
poultry section there stated as a positive statement that we were not 
aware of any probable danger, that we were not aware that any con- 
centration in the caponette waste was likely to be in such amounts 
as might be dangerous, even based on any knowledge of possible effects 
of stilbestrol. I may also assert with some confidence that with re- 
spect to persons who are charged with research responsibility, it is 
my opinion that we are as well informed with respect to what goes 
on in the poultry industry as may reasonably be anticipated. In 
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other words, we exert our diligence in knowing all that goes on in the 
poultry industry. 

Mr. Parkui... Dr. Byerly, the experiment that led to the discov- 
ering that 3 milligrams of this drug would hamper reproduction in 
mink was made by Dr. Enders. 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ParkuiLu. Dr. Enders did not make the feed trials with mink 
at all, did he? ‘That was done by Mr. Bassett. 

Dr. Byerty. With stilbestrol. 

Mr. Parxuiny. No: I am speaking of the recommendation. He 
made recommendations in regard to the feeding of poultry waste. 
That was Dr. Bassett. 

Dr. Byrerty. That is correct and Dr. Enders was completely fa- 
mihar with that work. 

Mr. Parkuiwy. The work was done by Dr. Bassett. 

Dr. Byrrerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parxuiiyi. The work of both men cleared through a central 
agency in the Department of Agriculture, did it not / 

Dr. Byrrty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkutm., And so did the publication of the recommendation 
for the feeding of poultry waste? 

Dr. Byrrerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkui.y. So that whatever may have been known to either 
Mr. Bassett or Dr. Enders from their own experimentation, there was 
a higher official in the Department of Agriculture and above the re- 
search level and above you—I am not trying to put it on you—who 
was familiar with all of these facts and all of this work. Isn’t that 
true ¢ 

Dr. Byrerty. May I read for the record ? 

Mr. PARKHII L. It seems, Judge, it can be answered “Yes” or “No.” 

Dr. Byrrerty. That is the point. This is pertinent. This is a mem- 
orandum from Robert K. Enders, Swarthmore College. to Mr. Charles 
E. Kellogg, fur-farming investigation, under date of October 3, 1950. 

(The letter of October 3, 1950, is as follows :) 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM, UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT 


OcTOBER 3, 1950. 


To: Mr. Chas. E. Kellogg, Animal Husbandry Division, Bureau of Animal In- 
dustry, Beltsville, Md. 

From: Robert K. Enders, Swarthmore College (RKE) 

Subject: Earliest published information on feeding diethylstilbestrol. 


In reply to your memorandum of September 25 on stilbestrol in mink produc- 
tion you are quite right that the earliest published information on the feeding of 
stilbestrol to mink was in 1949. In our recently published article on the subject 
I did not differentiate between the work on feeding and injections: First, be- 
cause in a popular article it would have required too much hedging and, sec- 
ondly, because it has been proved that the results in injection and feeding of 
diethylstilbestrol are the same, although the dosages may be different. 

It must be a relief to you to find that the correspondence on this subject is 
slowing down. We now have many more serial sections of our experimental 
animals so if this flares up again we will be in a position to supply micro- 
photographs. One of my purposes in going to Washington is to discuss with 
Colonel Jones his findings on the mink shipped to him by Hertshough. 


Mr. Parkuiit. I don’t think that answers my question. 
Mr. JONAS. Will the reporter read the question ¢ 
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(The reporter read the question as follows :) 

Mr. ParkuILy. Certainly, whatever may have been known to either Mr. 
Bassett or Dr. Enders from their own experimentation, there was a higher offi- 
cial in the Department of Agriculture and above the research level and above 
you—I am not trying to put it on you—who was familiar with all of these facts 
and all of this work. Isn’t that true? 

Dr. Byerty. My reason for reading this reply, Judge, was that as 
Dr. Enders, the author, wrote in that letter, he had presented no evi- 
dence for publication on the effects of feeding stilbestrol to mink 
prior to 1949 and no one higher than this level knew about it. 

Mr. Jonas. You are unable to answer whether there was anyone 
in higher authority or at a higher level to pass on that question ¢ 

Dr. Byrrrty. I am unable to state. 

Mr. Parkuiwy. Has it not been known since 1947 that 3 milligrams 
of diethylstilbestrol would hamper the reproduction in mink, and 
wasn't that known at the higher level and research level of Dr. Enders? 

Dr. Byerty. What are you referring to, the publication referred to 
in the Anatomical Record ¢ 

Mr. Parkuiin. What I am referring to is what it says in the De- 
partment report on these bill that it was known since 1947. I assume 
that means it was known to the Department of Agriculture and I as- 
sume since all this work cleared through the chief of the Bureau of 
Animal Industry that it was known to the Chief of the Bureau of 
Animal Industry. Would you say it was not true? 

Dr. Byerty. No; I would not deny that. 

Mr. Parkuim.. The fact that there was residue of this drug in a 
single treated head containing material that prevented reproduction 
in the mink, which are shown in these reports and records that I 
first put in the record, which dated back before 1948, isn’t that true, 
Doctor / 

Dr. Byerty. The report which you put in evidence, again those are 
reports from land-grant colleges. 

Mr. Parxuiii. No, they were reports of the experimental station. 
They were experimental station records and records of the adminis- 
trator of agricultural research. 

Dr. Byrrry. That may be so. The first one I am not competent to 
testify to. 

Mr. Parkui.. But the reports of the experimental station and 
experimental station records were published by the Department of 
Agriculture. 

Dr. Byerty. That is conceded. They are published by the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture but again I cannot testify on the relation between 
them. 

Mr. Parkuiityi. That is not my point. The point is Dr. Enders did 
not publish them. They were published by men higher in the Depart- 
ment, weren't they ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. The experimental station record is an abstract journal, 
yublished for the information of the research workers. So far as I 
aay it attempts to cover the agricultural field and it is not limited to 
work done by the Department of Agriculture and the land-grant col- 
leges. Experiment stations have a report rendered by the chief of 
the oilice. I cannot testify as to the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Agriculture there. 
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Mr. Parkuim.. When the Department of Agriculture approved 
the article in July 1949, recommending feeding chicken waste, wasn’t 
it known that 4 percent or at least a substantial proportion, if not the 
exact percentage, of the broilers of this count ry were t hen being treated 
with diethylstilbestrol ? 

Dr. Byrerty. That was in July what ? 

Mr. Parkuiwy. July 1949. 

Dr. BYErty. According to my recollection the answer to that ques 
tion is no. 

Mr. Parkxuiti. Do you mean it was not known to the Department 
of Agriculture that there was this widespread practice among poultry 
raisers in 1949? 

Dr. Byrerty. I know of no estimate of percentage or any survey of 
information that would have given you an estimate of that large 
number at that time; no, sir. 

Mr. Parkutii. Well, not limiting ourselves to the percentage, Dr. 
Byerly; it was known to you and it was known to other men in 1949 
in the Department of Agriculture that there were a considerable, a 
substantial number of broilers in this country being treated with 
diethylstilbestrol, were there not ? 

Dr. Byrrty. If you will change the percentage to numbers, I will 
concede it. 

Mr. Jonas. May we adjourn now until 2 o’clock? 

(Thereupon a recess was taken until 2 o’clock.) 


AFTER RECESS 


Mr. Jonas. Are you ready to go ahead, Mr, Parkhill ? 

Mr. Parkuity. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Dr. Byerly, it is a fact, as admitted in the report, that approxi- 
mately 4 percent of the broilers in this country were being treated 
with diethylstilbestrol in 1949? Is that right ? 

Dr. Byreriy. Is that what the report says ¢ Whatever the report 
says, I will stick by. 

Mr. Parkuitz, And in 1949 it is estimate that about 4 percent of 
the commercial broilers were changed to caponettes, that is, treated 
with diethylstilbestrol. 

Dr. Byerty. That is right. 

Mr. Parkum.. You were telling us about your qualifications this 
morning. Am I correct in my understanding that your specialty has 
been poultry husbandry? To what extent have you specialized in 
the matter of poultry? 

Dr. Byrerty. I worked as a research worker in physiology of repre- 
duction and development in poultry from 1929 to 1937 and as officer 
in charge of all livestock production since 1947. 

Mr. Parxuitu. Yes. Not meaning the slightest reflection on your 
qualifications, down through the years you have particularly spe 
cialized in the poultry husbandry field? 

Dr. Byerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkuiin. And now are you not also the Department’s rep- 
resentative in the Poultry Institute—what is it called—the Poultry 
Institute of America? Is that it? 

Dr. Byerty. I am a member of the operating research committee 
of the Institute of American Poultry Industries. 
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Mr. Parkxutty. And you have been affiliated with that organiza- 
tion for some years ? 

Dr. Byrrty. I have been a member of that committee since about 
1941 or 1942. 

Mr. Parxniwt, Is it fair to characterize that as an outstanding 
organization among the poultry growers of the country / 

Dr. Byeruy. No, sir. 

Mr. Parkutii. What is its position in that respect ? 

Dr. Byerty. That institute is a group of poultry and egg proc- 
essors and distributors. The operating research committee was set 
up to advise with respect to research on operating problems. The 
largest growers’ organization in the poultry industry is the Interna- 
tional Baby Chick Association. The others are the Northeast Poultry 
Producers Council, the National Poultry Federation, but primarily 
the Institute of American Poultry Industries is not a producer or- 
ganization but a processor and distributor organization. 

Mr. Parkuim.. Have you had any other connection with these 
other organizations that you mention ? 

Dr. Byrerty. I have been actively acquainted and have appeared 
at their meetings and conferences from time to time over a period of 
the last 20 years. 

Mr. Parkuiy. Through these various associations with the poul- 
try interests in this country haven't you been familiar with the facts, 
or were you not familiar with the fact in 1948 and 1949 that this 
practice of treating poultry with diethylstilbestrol was becoming gen- 
eral; that is to say throughout a good part of the eastern United 
States and the central United States? 

Dr. Byrerty. I think I have answered that question in part. I will 
repeat. As nearly as I can check my recollection I knew, of course, 
that caponettes were produced locally and in isolated groups from 
the time that the practice was permitted. With respect to the volume 
I had neither knowledge nor occasion to know how much that volume 
was and my opinion was that it was small. Now, what is small? 

When I say “small,” it is not general. I knew, for example, that 
the process took hold rather more rapidly in southern California. 
In May of 1949, in talking with growers and producers there, I was 
acquainted with the fact they had found a rather heavy specialty 
outlet. I knew, too, there were those outlets to a market. 

I was not aware that the total volume was over 4 percent as esti- 
mated until the fall of 1949, when I had occasion to determine what 
the estimate was. 

Mr. Parkuiti. Now, while it occurs to me, have you by any chance 
had occasion to find out when Pure Food and Drugs became a part 
of the Federal agency ? 

Dr. Brerty. Yes; Pure Food and Drugs was moved to the Federal 
Security Agency February 1940. 

Mr. Parxuity. You produced a letter here, very kindly, pointing 
to evidence. I believe it was under date of October 1949, referring 
to some previous correspondence and my understanding is up to the 
present time that correspondence has not arrived. 

Dr. Byreriy. That is correct. We sent that telegram Friday eve- 
ning. The letters have not arrived this morning so a telephone call 
was made to Mr. Bassett and he assured us the letters were placed 
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in the mail Saturday evening. We will submit them when they are 
received. 

Mr. Parkuitit. You have, however, produced a letter from Mr. 
Kjaer, which we referred to the other day. 

Dr. Byeriy. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkxuiti. May I put this in the record as exhibit No. 50? 

Mr. Jonas. You may do so. 

Mr. Parxuiin. Thank you. 

(The letter of January 5, 1949, from Mr. Kjaer to Mr. Bassett was 
marked “Exhibit No. 50” and received in evidence and made a part 
of this record.) 

Mr. Parkuiiy. The letter reads as follows: 


Crorr LANE, SMITHTOWN, N. Y., January 5, 1949. 
(Attention of Mr. C. F. Bassett and Mr. F. Wilke regarding poultry waste.) 

Dear Stzs: I have been feeding chicken heads to my mink for some time and 
since reading your article in American Fur Breeder, November 1948, I have de- 
cided to use the entrails as well. 

Since I cannot be sure of the refrigeration of the dressing plants, I have de- 
cided to cook the entire waste. To what temperature must it be cooked and for 
how long? Is there anything in the waste to be removed first, such as the gall? 

I would appreciate all the information you can give me. 

Do you have any bulletins on diseases or genetics of mink breeding? 

Very truly yours 
FREDERICK KJAER. 

From this last exhibit to which I referred a moment ago it appears, 

does it not, that the question of whether or not diethylstilbestro! 
caused the 1949 breeding failure was called a pe ifically to the Depart- 
ment’s attention sometime before October 19, 1949. Is that not true? 
Is not that your understanding? 

Dr. Byrerty. I do not wish to evade your question. It is apparent, 
as will probably be shown by the letters, it was called to the attention 
of Mr. Bassett, an employee of the Department of Agriculture, at 
some earlier date in that first part of the letter. 

Mr. Parkumn. When that was done, Dr. Byerly, was there no rea- 
son for definite suspicion that the way of feeding mink was what 
caused the trouble? 

Dr. Byervy. There was suspicion and following that Dr. Enders 
proposed that a search be undertaken to determine that point and 
that during the pelting season of 1949, he undertake the examination 
of the ovaries and other material from mink-fed caponette waste 
during the 1949 season. 

Mr. Parkuityi. Do you think the mink ranchers should have been 
warned of this drug as to which there were grounds to think it might 
affect the mind, that is, the caponette waste or only after those effects 
had been definitely established by experimentation ? 

Dr. Byrervy. I think that in order to issue a warning, there should 
be a high degree of presumption, a high ee aes that this was the 
source of the damage in other th: an an isolated case. In other words, 


more than one case, if you please. I think the presumption would have 
to be greater in order to warrant the issuance of a warning. 
Mr. Parxnityt. There was more than one case pnt ‘th came to the 


Department’s attention in the middle part of 1949, was there not / 
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Dr. Byerty. To the best of my knowledge, until the fall of 1949 and 
until Dr. Enders had a chance to examine the ovaries, there was only 
a suspicion and not even presumptive evidence as a fact as to the cause. 

Mr. Parkuitu. And you do not believe that was a sufficient warrant 
for the issuance of a warning, but only after further experimentation 
had made the danger more certain / 

Dr. Byrrty. I believe that our course of action, our procedure was 
not dilatory but was indeed diligent. 

Mr. Parxuitt. I am not asking you to characterize or defend your 
Department. I am asking you whether or not you feel that when 
that suspicion, as you have termed it, arose, you feel there should have 
been a warning at that time of the possibility of danger, or do you say 
only if it had been established by further investigation and research 
that a warning should have been issued ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. This, of course, is a matter of opinion. It is my opin- 
ion until sufficient research evidence was available to establish a high 
presumption that this was the cause of damage, that no warning should 
be issued. 

Mr. Parkuiti. But you agree, however, I gather, that the losses 
sustained by mink ranchers in 1949, did indicate a need for further 
research and more experimentation with effect of caponette waste in 
mink breeding. 

Dr. Byerty. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkuitu. Were any experiments in regard to feeding caponette 
waste made by the Department of Agriculture in the 1950 breeding 
season 

Dr. Brrrty. No, sir; funds were not available for that purpose, 
which could be devoted to that purpose at that time. 

Now this again, if I may explain, the program for 1949 was laid 
out well in advance of the breeding season. The program for 1950 
was also evaluated. 

There is in the record a summary of the conferences and finally the 
opinion especially based upon the opinion of Mr. Bassett, that the 
agreed program for 1950 should be carried through rather than to junk 
it and substitute for it one on caponette waste. 

That, of course, is a matter of opinion and that was the opinion 
given at that time. 

Mr. Parxuriy. Dr. Byerly, in the middle part of December—I can- 
not stop to check the date, but you know what I am referring to, Dr. 
Enders forwarded this article for publication which was forbidden. 
It came into your office officially from Dr. Enders. Am I correct 
about that? 

Dr. Byrrrry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parxuity. And is it not a fact that you or your office forwarded 
that article to your superiors marked “Rush”? 

Dr. Byrriy. I assume a rush tag was put on it. I think the answer 
is. “Yes, sir.” 

Mr. Parkuiii. As a matter of fact, don’t you remember telling me 
that out in Beltsville last fall ¢ 

Dr. Byerty. I don’t: but if you do say it, I concede it. 

Mr. Parkuriiy. In that article which you so forwarded, Dr. Enders 
did refer, did he not, to the possibility of danger from feeding capon- 
ette waste / 
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Dr. Byerty. The article, I believe, has been entered in the record. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. I think that is a fair answer, too. I should not 
have troubled to ask you the question. 

_ In the report filed by the een of Agriculture on these bills, 
in the summary, if I may take the liberty of quoting, they do state in 
the last paragraph there: , 

* * * In publicizing the results of research, it would be impossible to 
envision all production and marketing changes which will be made in the future, 
as in the case of the development of markets for broilers treated with diethyl- 
stilbestrol, that modified the value of our research data. The Department has 
not at any time recommended the feeding of caponette waste to mink during 
the breeding season. In fact, specific warning was given in 1950 against such 
practice. 

As a matter of fact, Dr. Byerly, when in 1948 to 1949 the Depart- 
ment publicized the result of those feeding experiments in regard to 
feeding chicken waste to mink, that was not of a future development 
but a present and existing development, was it not? 

Dr. Byrriy. The difference is a matter of degree. There were at 
that time considerable numbers, but not a considerable proportion, of 
caponettes produced. It certainly was future, so far as a rapidly 
growing practice was concerned. 

Mr. Parkuiiy, It was certainly going to grow more in the future 
than at that date? 

Dr. Byrrty. Apparently it is still growing rapidly. 

Mr. Parkuity. Correct. 

Dr. Byerly, has it not been reported in these experiments with 
caponettes, as claimed by the manufacturers, that the use of this pellet 
resulted in a heavier bird on the same amount of feed ? 

Dr. Byrrry. I believe that such claims have been made. The re- 
sults are varied; sometimes added weight has been had. Usually, 
added fattening has been had. Sometimes, and I suspect too fre- 
quently, no beneficial results have been obtained. 

Mr. Parxuiiy. At least in the case of birds that had been implanted 
at about 5 weeks of age, however, the beneficial effects have been 
followed, have they not, generally, not always, however, with older 
birds? 

Dr. Byrerty. And not always with 5-week-old ones, generally. 

Mr. Parkuity.. And is it not a fact with which you are familiar that 
farmers have found it profitable to implant poultry with this drug 
without regard to this nickel a pound extra on the market to which you 
refer? 

Dr. Byeriy. That, I cannot concede. 

Mr. Parxuiii. Have you any idea? Maybe I should have—have 
you any idea of what the hourly wage of the type of farm labor that 
would be used to make implanted birds with these pellets is, just 
roughly speaking ?¢ 

Dr. Byerry. It would depend on the area of the country. A rough 
guess would be a going wage of 75 cents an hour. It is a pure guess. 

Mr. Parxum.. Is it fair to say it would not be over $1.50 an hour ? 

Dr. Byerty. I do. 

Mr. Parkuiy. And it takes two men in the operation ? 

Dr. Byrerty. At least two, depending on the number of birds to be 


handled. 
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Mr. Parkut.. I believe you made some reference Friday to an 
article by S. Bird, L. I. Pugsley, and a third, whose name I don’t 
recall, 

Dr. Byerty. Klotz is the third. 

Mr. Parkui. That is the initial test, so far as it is reported in the 
literature on the quantitative recovery of synthetic estrogen in birds 
treated with diethylstilbestrol, wasn’t it ? 

Dr. Byrrriy. I would have to check the record that you cited. Isn't 
there an earlier one on diethylstilbest rol? 

Mr. Parxuity. I do not know. At any rate there is one of the 
earlier ones. 

Dr. Byrerry. That was 1943. The one you cited is earlier. 

Mr. Parkuiti. You are speaking there of the residuum in the 
neck which Dr. Lorenz reported. I am speaking of the residuum in 
the flesh of the fowl. Wasn’t Bird the one who made the first investi- 
gation of that subject in 1947? 

Dr. Byrerty. October 1947. I would assume, and as I said before, 
Judge, 1 cannot presume to speak for Food : he Drugs. This is a 
pure assumption. I do not assume Food and Drugs issued anything; 
they may have had information which might have been earlier than 
1947 because permission was granted in 1947. This is the earliest one 
with which I am familiar. 

Mr. Parkutm.. And I might add it is the earliest with which I am 
familiar and in those tests they found that the adipose abdominal tis- 
sues with which they were testing produced evidences of estrogenic 
activity or characteristics though less than some of the other drugs 
that they experimented with. Is that true? 

Dr. Byrriy. As far as I can determine, they were not able to assay, 
and did not assay diethylstilbestrol. They included a 10-milligram 
dose subcutaneously in oil, diethylstilbestrol, but the amounts, I be- 
lieve, were too smal] for the assay test. 

Mr. Parkumu. They were not able to measure it, in other words 

Dr. Byrriy. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkniw. But they did find in using it on rats that there re- 
sulted evidence of estrogenlike activity, however, isn’t that true? 

lake a look at page 985, table 

Dr. ees May I read, it, Judge, since I must read it to myself? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes. 

Mr. Pinion L. Now, thereafter, a man the name of Gowe did 
some experimentat ion in which he discovered, did he not, that the adi- 
pose abdominal tissues found did not five results typical of other 
parts of the fowl], as well as other parts of the fowl. 

Dr. Byrerty. Do you have that reference ? 

Mr. Parxuti. It is Poultry Science of 1949, volume 28, page 666, 
vith the pertinent won to which I refer, page 668. 

Dr. Byrrty. The article, in the part to which you particularly refer 
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RESIDUAL ESTROGENS IN THE TISSUES OF Fowr TREATED WITH DIENESTROL 
DIACETATE 
(By R. S. Gowe, department of poultry husbandry, Cornell University, Ithaca, 
i 
This is an excerpt from an article by Dr. Gowe, appearing in Poul- 
try Science, September 1949, volume XXVIII, No. 5, ¢ fic ial Journal 
Poultry Science Association. 
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At page 668 Dr. Gowe says: 

That this same situation may exist with regard to another commonly used 
hormone is indicated by the following experiment. A 31-pound turkey tom which 
had been treated by implanting four pellets containing a total of 48 milligrams 
of diethylstilbestrol was assayed for residual hormone in the skin, muscle, liver, 
and abdominal adipose tissues. Rats injected with 1 milliliter of the abdominal 
fat (extracted by the method of Bird et al., 1947) gave no sign of estrogenic 
stimulation, while 1-milliliter doses of lipid from the liver (extracted by the 
method outlined earlier) brought every rat into full heat. Following injections 
of skin and muscle extracts, 7 of the 16 rats came into full heat, while the re- 
maining rats showed definite signs of estrogenic stimulation. It would seem 
that diethylstilbestrol may also be distributed in the tissues much like dienestrol, 
although this cannot be regarded as conclusive evidence. 

It would be of great interest to know just what effects the eating of flesh 
from fowls fed dienestrol diacetate might have on human beings. The work 
of Bird et al. (1947) and Bird (1948) would indicate that there is little likelihood 
of any person's receiving a “clinical dose” of estrogen even with excessive con- 
sumption of oil from fowls treated with dienestrol diacetate. However, as has 
been pointed out earlier, the estrogen content of the abdominal fat is lower 
than that of the fat from other parts of the carcass. Despite this difference, 
a person would have to consume at least 12 to 120 pounds of chicken skin and 
flesh every other day to obtain a clinical dose of estrogen of the magnitude that 
is used in practice (1 to 10 milligrams, Seyle, 1947, and Robson, 1947). It 
should be pointed out, however, that there is practically no information on the 
possible deleterious effects that may result from the continuous ingestion of 
small quantities of estrogen over long periods of time. * * * 

Mr. Parxurtiyi. You have referred, during your testimony, Doctor, 
to the application of drugs by doctors in much larger doses than the 
tests involved in eating the flesh of the fowl. Of course you are re- 
ferring, are you not, to pathological treatments, or treatment of 
symptoms of menopause or therapeutic use ¢ 

Dr. Byreriy. That is correct. 

There are reports of various doses, one of which I read into the 
record this morning, not with reference to the validity or propriety 
of it, but what one man had said he had found. 

Mr. Parxuitni. You also referred this morning that there is estrogen 
in poultry waste in the spring. 

Dr. Byerty. I referred to a report by Julen and Gustavson in 1930. 

Mr. Parxui1. You are referring to the natural estrogen and not 
to the drug diethylstilbestrol ? 

Dr. Byrerty. That is right; and may I point out that there is 
estrogenic activity which we measure in most cases in reports on 
chicken waste. It is something which gave estrogenic activity. 

Mr. Parxuim.. However, the evidence here as to estrogen or 
estrodiol has no such effect on the follicles as that claimed for diethyl- 
stilbestrol, namely, the retention of the ovum and the prevention of 
ovulation. 

Dr. Byrrty. I refused to concede that Friday, and I still refuse. 

Mr. Parxutt. I say it does not have its effect which some claim for 
diethylstilbestrol. I am not asking you to admit diethylstilbestrol 
has that effect. 

Dr. Byerty. I cannot even concede an adequate dose of estrodiol 
or estrone might not have exactly that effect. 

Mr. Jonas. Your point is that estrodiol or estrone might have the 
same effect ? Pkg a 

Dr. Byrerty. Exactly. J read a substantiation of my position this 
morning. 

Mr. Jonas. To the same degree. 
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Dr. Byrerty. I read in regard to the dosage, 1 milligram of one is 
not equivalent to 1 milligram of the other. It depends on the animal 
and many other factors. I read in substantiation of my position a 

uotation from Emmens and Parkes. They claim that a qualitative 
bv zai in the natural occurring estrone and the artificial estrogen, 
such as diethylstilbestrol, has not been substantiated. That was the 
basis of my refusing to concede. There are no qualitative differences. 
We concede quantitative differences. There is no reason to suppose 
that either in adequate doses will not interfere. 

Mr. Jonas. The amount of estrogenic substances in poultry waste 
in the spring would not interfere. 

Dr. Byerty. Let me say there is no evidence that we will want to 
bank on. I made the reservation based on these reports. 

Mr. Jonas. Is there any evidence, Dr. Byerly? You say it is pos- 
sible. Is there any evidence of reports of natural hormone estrodiol 
and estrone interfering with ovulation ? 

Dr. Byrrty. I think I can answer that question simply, “Yes.” If 
you ask me to document it, I would have to dig into it. 

Mr. Parxuiiy. In other words, so that there may be no question 
about it, you disagree with the statement by Dr. Guess, which I read 
the other day, that unlike the natural hormone the tendency of diethyl- 
stilbestrol is to depress the ovary, either directly or through the 
anterior pituitary and thus to inhibit ovulation, without which, of 
course, pregnancy cannot occur. You don’t agree with that state- 
ment ? 

Dr. Byrriy. No, sir; in the interest of clarity I would say any or 
all estrogens in adequate doses would interfere with ovulation to a 
greater or less extent. 

Mr. Parkuiti. You would disagree with the statement of Dr. En- 
ders in the release of the Department of Agriculture of August 4, 1950, 
entitled “Mink Production in Relation to Stilbestrol,” but diethyl- 
stilbestrol does not act like the natural estrogen of the mink, for while 
it induces breeding behavior it does not bring about vulvar swelling. 
Diethylstilbestrol, moreover, interferes with the follicles in which the 
eggs are growing so in spite of breeding few, if any, kits will be born. 

You disagree with that statement too? 

Dr. Byrrty. You have me entrapped. 

Mr. Parkui.. It was not my intention. 

Dr. Byrrty. This is Dr. Enders’ opinion. It is an expert opinion. 
He found lack of vulvar swelling and reported his opinion based on 
that evidence. I cannot concede that this is a distinction between 
diethylstilbestrol and other estrogens from a qualitative standpoint ; 
no. 

Mr. Parxutt. I understood you to say this morning, and I might 
say I am putting this question in the interest of clarifying your testi- 
mony whether estrogens effect cancer, and I believe you cited instances 
in regard to cancer of the prostate. — 

Dr. Byerty. I believe that is correct. 

Mr. Parxui. And the prostate is a male organ, is it not? 

Dr. Byrriy. Yes. 

Mr. Parkumx. Do you recall the evidence which I read into the 
record the other day that had to do with cancer of the breast? Would 
you make the same statement in regard to cancer of the breast? 
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Dr. Byrrty. I would have to say this, that there are many in- 
stances in the literature in which it has been concluded that estrogens 
are carcinogeous and you can find in Burrows many statements of 
that. ; 

I believe the opinion is veering to this extent that the consensus 
would be that estrogens are only conducive to mammae development 
and in developing mammae you are more likely to get cancer of the 
breast than in the absence of developing mammae. It is only my 
opinion as an animal physiologist. I cannot claim competence as a 
mae ag! ya em, er 

Mr. Parkuiti. As a layman, does it not follow from that that 
whatever reason the admission of the diethylstilbestrol to a woman 
having a tendency or a predisposition to cancer of the breast it would 
be highly undesirable, for whatever reason ? 

Dr. Byerty. I shall have to deny competence, I believe the use 
is increasing rather than decreasing. 

May I make a statement off the record ? 

( Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Parkuiiy. Disregarding this nickel a pound advantage on the 
New York market, what does chicken sell for a pound ? 

Dr. Byrrzy. It has been up a little lately. I think the going price 
is 33 to 34 cents a pound wholesale for commercial-product chict 
That is volume. New York is higher. 

Mr. Parkuim. I just want an approximate figure. That is plenty 
good enough. 

Doctor, did I rightly understand your testimony the other day 
that the probability of an untoward effect from the consuming of 
caponette waste would be greater at about or during the breeding 
season than in other seasons of the year? Is that a fair statement of 
the substance of your testimony on that point ? 

Dr. Byerty. I don’t recall what the testimony was that I made on 
that. I do not wish to deny it, if I made it. Some animals are more 
sensitive during the breeding season but all during their life you 
might get different responses and aparently you would get during an 
active state more effect than when In an inactive state. 

Mr. Parkut. Is it fair to say, other things being equal, there is 
greater danger of an effect just before or during the breeding season 
than after / 

Dr. Byrerty. There is greater probability in the sexually immature 
animal than in the sexually inactive mature animal. 

Mr. Parxui. May I be permitted to ask one or two questions ¢ 

Mr. Jonas. Yes; go ahead. 

Mr. Parkuim.. That is a question that bothered me just a little bit. 
For example the period from November to February 1, noted, I think, 
in each of these bills. I am asking for information whether it is con- 
tended that these ranchers began to feed mink poultry-waste in No- 
vember and stopped at the end of February ? 

Dr. Byrerty. No: that is not the case. In some cases they actually 
started feeding caponette waste later than November, and in some 
instances that I know of, they fed through May. Upon investigation 
of the details that is actually what developed. I think you will find 
that made clear by the affidavits that were submitted here. 

Mr. Parxutmy. Now, there is a question that perhaps has some 
pertinence, and that is the question of permanent damage, as to how 
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long these animals will be damaged in their breeding behavior. In 
other words, I think they stopped the Ist of March, 2 weeks before 
breeding began, or possibly thereabouts, and had they stopped a little 
sooner, would the animals have shown any better performance ¢ 

Dr. Byrrerty. I believe there are estimates in the record. There are 
also estimates that show recovery in as early as 8 days. Sometimes 
recovery is very quick from doses of estrogen, and that is the reason 
1 asked Mr. Parkhill whether it was contended they stopped on the 
Ist of March or not. It was called to their attention. 

Mr. Jonas. The bill is drawn in general terms for recovery: 

For damages sustained to mink as the result of using certain poultry waste 
upon the approval and recommendation of the United States Department of 
Agriculture from November 1949 through February 1950. 

You don’t want to be confined to that. 

Mr. Parkxutty. I do not want to be confined to that. And frankly, 
again, that is something which may be attributed to me because way 
back last fall when the first bill was first drawn that was the way it 
was phrased, and all of them have been just automatically copied 
from that original bill. I was under the impression what happened 
after the breeding season was of no importance. The fact that those 
time limitations were put in is that I evidently thought there was no 
biological importance although I discovered that the facts were differ- 
ent. One fed until the end of April and one to May. The dates 
varied, but as I actually prepared the details of the case, I found that 
the feeding went beyond that. and I have also got a liberal education 
in endocrinology, although I have been able to assimilate but a small 
part of it. I was under the impression the damage was done before 
the breeding season. 

Mr. Jonas. Having in mind these particular animals were affected 
by this drug, assuming that for the purpose of argument, just when 
would be the breeding season of the animals involved in this case ? 

Dr. Brerity. The mink breed for about 3 weeks and it begins about 
the 10th of March. It is closely adjusted to the length of the days. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, if this was in March or the early part 
of 1949 or 1950, it was in their breeding season ? 

Dr. Byreriy. No. 

Mr. Jon 1s. When is the mink whelped ? What is the period of 
gestation ¢ 

Dr. Byrrerty. I believe the usual period of whelping is the latter part 
of April and the first half of May, from 42 to 70 days. 

Mr. Jonas. In the summary of defense set-up in your letter of 
March 1, initialed by the Department of Agriculture, it bears the 
signature of K. T. Hutchinson. Who is he? It says he is the Assist- 
ant Secretary. 

Dr. Byrriy. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonas. In this letter you have a number of statements. I pre- 
sume you are familiar with it. You have a number of statements 
which I am afraid are conclusions and about which I am concerned 
as to what proof you have in the record to substantiate those state- 
ments. 

For instance, on page 3 of that report, you have this statement: 


Many mink farmers have successfully fed poultry waste in 1950. 
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Now, assuming we will eliminate the word “successfully” we will 
have it read: 


Many mink farmers have fed poultry waste in 1950. 


Well, we will assume that. What do you mean by “successfully”? 

Dr. Byrrriy. So they have fed poultry waste and it did not cause 
any trouble so it must have been successful. We do not know of all the 
cases. However, we have cases that we can dig out. We have some 
instances like William in New York State who has an average of four 
kits and we have ranchers in Wisconsin who have successfully used 
poultry waste. ; 

Mr. Jonas. You say “has successfully fed poultry waste in 1950.” 

Do you mean to unply poultry waste containing stilbestrol 4 

Dr. Byerty. No, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, it is presumably free of stilbestrol / 

Dr. Byerty. We do not know, but presumably so. 

Mr. Jonas. For the purpose of this record I take it vou don’t con- 
tend that there is any proof in here that poultry waste is fed success- 
fully in 1950 in which there was any stilbestrol / 

Dr. Byeriy. Oh, no. 

Mr. Jonas. That settles it. 

Now, we will go to the next one: 

Some fur farmers fed it during the breeding season with satisfactory repro- 
duction. 

Dr. Byrreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. JONAS. You mean the same inhibition would apply to that 
product that there is no evidence you can see that they did feed chicken 
waste containing stilbestrol / 

Dr. Byerty. None whatever. 

Mr. Jonas. Then you have this: 

Minks, more so than other animals, are subjected to varying degrees of 
breeding failure due to a variety of causes. 

Have we the causes in the record? If they are, you have set them 
up as a tentative defense. What is the relevancy of this statement, 
if you do not connect it up with the point at issue / 

Dr. Byerty. May I ask for time to document that statement until 
Friday ? 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, you may. You can see how important that is. 

Dr. Byeriy. All right: we will document that statement. 

Mr. Parkumy. May I interrupt a moment? Along the same line 
that you are inquiring, does your Bureau or does the Department, 
by that statement in its report, mean to suggest that as to any of 
the claimants there may have been other known causes for breeding 
failures which exist ? 

Dr. Byrerity. We have not examined the breeding records so far 
as I know, in any official capacity, nor any of the evidence with 
respect to any stated case. 

Mr. Parkxuity. So what it means, the principle involved here is 
not charged in any instance before the committee. 

Dr. Byeriy. Since this is argument after the facts, we could not 
concede without an opportunity to examine the evidence even a high 
presumption with respect to each of these cases. You have presented 
the evidence with respect to these cases and have raised implications 
in regard to the breeding. 
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Mr. Parkutit. Do you know of any instance where caponette waste 
was fed to mink just before or during the breeding season and pro- 
duction was normal ? 

Dr. Byerty. No, sir: I do not know that. 

Mr. Jonas. You have another statement. You say: 

The use of caponette heads in the ration is only one of the many factors which 
may result in low fertility or sterility. 

I am taking into consideration your admission when we were talk- 
ing about the subject in the abstract, it is not contended when you 
use the words “caponette heads” that they contained any of these 
stilbestrol pellets. Now, I take it, you and I agree this record is 
barren and free from other proofs as to other factors which may 
result in low fert ility or sterility in mink. 

Dr. Byrerry. I have asked for an opportunity to do ument that. 

Mr. Jonas. Is there anything more you want to ask, Mr. Parkhill? 

Mr. Parkxuuu. I have one exhibit I would like to introduce t] 

I frankly overlooked the other day. 

This is a letter, Judge, from Dr. W. L. Roberts, technical director, 
Federal Foods, Inc., who, as you recall, we referred to a number of 
times, and Dr. Byerly very kindly has admitted his qualifications. 

In this letter he largely refers to a Dr. Munro, who was called into 
consultation with hi 

I want to say that I have made every effort to try to contact Dr. 
series of untoward inci- 
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Munro before coming here and through a 
dents I was unable to reach him. but if I might I should wish to 


emphasize the fact that Dr. Roberts endorses Dr. Munro’s contentions 


and gives them authenticity. 


] would ike to read this letter into the evidence. 
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I plan on discussing 


I hope that the above answers your question satisfactorily. 
If I learn 


this problem further with Mr. Myer of the University of Wisconsin. 
anything different from the above, I will let you know. 
Sincerely yours, 
FEepERAL Foops, INC., 
W. L. ROBERTS, 
Technical Director. 


Dr. Byerty. For the record I would like to state that Dr. Munro’s 
name is spelled M-u-n-r-o, Sterling F. Munro. 

Mr. Parkutiy. That is all I have. 

Mr. Jonas. Then we will go over until Friday at 10 o’clock. 

Dr. Byery. May I tell you about that ? 

Mr. JONAS, Yes. 

Dr. Byrerty. I went back to Agriculture and it was determined 
that Agriculture preferred to present Dr. Enders as its witness, I think 
for rather obvious reasons. 

Mr. JONAS. Have you any other witnesses besides Dr. Enders, as far 
as you know, Mr. Parkhill? 

Mr. Parkui.y. As far as I know, I have not. 

Mr. Jonas. Any additional evidence you want to produce, you may. 
You will not be held down to any strict technicalities. This is an 
open hearing and we want all the facts we can get. 

(Thereupon, the committee adjourned to meet on Friday, March 
9, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, MARCH 9Q, 1951 


Howuse or RepreseNTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE No. 2 (on CLAIMS) OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, Dd. C’. 
Subcommittee No. 2 (on Claims) of the Committee on the Judiciary 
met in the committee room at 10 a. m., Hon. Edgar A. Jonas, special 
subcommittee chairman, presiding. 
Mr. Jonas. We will resume hearings on the claims of Mr. Krueger 
and others. Are you ready to proceed ? 
Dr. Byerly, you still have some testimony to present, haven’t you? 
Dr. Byreriy. That is correct. 


STATEMENT OF DR. T. C. BYERLY, ANIMAL HUSBANDMAN, IN 
CHARGE OF ANIMAL HUSBANDRY DIVISION, BUREAU OF ANI- 
MAL INDUSTRY, AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH ADMINISTRATION, 
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—Resumed 


Dr. Byrrry. I asked for time to bring in some observations with 
respect to the reproduction of minks receiving poultry waste during 
the season of 1950. 

I have a statement here by Mr. Charles E. Kellogg, of the fur farm- 
ing investigations, in which he gives an illustration of chicken waste 
successfully used during the mink-breeding season. 

He says that T. B. Gibbs, owner of Delavan Lake Mink Ranch, Dela- 
van, Wis.— 


was in my office Thursday, March 1, 1951, primarily to inquire as to the feasibility 
of raising nutria as a possible source of feed for his minks, due to high price 
and scarcity of horses. In the course of our conversation, I inquired what he 
was now feeding, and specifically about chicken waste, He said he had been 
feeding a ration containing 20 percent chicken waste during the mink breeding 
season and had been feeding it for several years. His production was close to 
four one year, about three and a half kits per female on the ranch another 
year. This chicken waste is obtained from one processor, Val-O-Will Farm, 
Lake Geneva, Wis., which has several stores in Chicago. The chicken waste is 
cooked and frozen in slabs. 


This is a specific case which has come to ou attention in the last 
week, 

When Dr. Enders testifie S, I anti ipate he will recite his immediate 
acquaintance with other cases of successful reproduction with chicken 
waste during 1950. 

You also stated, Mr. Jonas. that you W ished evidence presented with 
respect to my statement when I said that there were many other 


causes for breeding failure in mink than estrogens or diethy]stilbestrol. 
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I have collected, over the intervening period of time, some informa- 
tion on that point. To outline these causes of breeding failure very 
briefly, they are these: Lack of libido on the part of the male, or fe- 
male, or both; lack of fertility on the part of the male or female or 
both; the influence of the system of mating, primarily whether the 
males are mated once or mated twice, and if mated more than once or 
twice, the relationship of subsequent matings to the first mating in time 
is an Important point. 

Then there is the lack of implantation, and the mink is an animal in 
which the implantation is very often delayed, resulting in intra- 
uterine death. Then there is abortion and neonstal death. 

Among environmental causes are management, nutrition, disease, 
and inheritance. 

I shall cite a few examples of statements, and I anticipate Dr. 
Enders will provide further information on this point. 

In the first place, I should like to read a couple of quotations from 
the standard work, On the Physiology of Reproduction in Mink, by 
Arthur Hansson, published in Stockholm in 1947. He is a recognized 
authority on this subject, and the treatise is accepted generally by 
the research workers and mink producers in the field. 

On page 114, Dr. Hansson states: 

If the number of ovulated eggs is compared with the number of implanted 
fetuses and cubs born, it is found that of 100 eggs an average of 83.7 are im- 
planted, and 50.2 result in cubs. 

In other words, about half the eggs shed result in live births, on an 
average. 

On page 118, he states: 

The mean litter size for the once-mated female was 4.11 and average number 
of cubs per female was 2.77; 32.6 percent of the once-mated females did not 
give birth to cubs. The females which were remated at intervals of 1 and 2 
days had a mean litter size of 4.21 and 4.54, and the average number of cubs 
per female was 3.83 and 3.73; 9.1 and 18.0 percent of the females were barren 
and gave birth to no young at all. 

“This study was based on 2,233,” Hansson states, “pregnancies,” 
and since he describes those nonpregnant, I do not know how he 
meant it, but I think he meant this as those breeding rather than those 
pregnant, 

With respect to the breeding of females and what one may expect, 
I call attention to an article that appeared in the Canadian Silver 
Fox and Fur issue of February 1945, at a time when we can certainly 
understand there was no use of caponette waste. In this study a 
survey was made of 58 Ontario mink ranches. In summary, of 1,771 
females kept, 5.291 kits were born, or about 2.5 kits per female kept. 

Ten of the fiftv-eight herds had an average number of kits born 
of two or less per female kept. It was a varying item. The top 
one was something over five. So that there were at least 10 cases 


of what might be construed as unsatisfactory reproduction among 
the flocks of the 58 ranchers operating normally. : 

There are many reports of cases of breeding failure. I call atten- 
tion, for example, to our own experience at Saratoga Springs at the 
fur-farm experiment station during the season of 1950, in which 


+ 


7 we AY } a 77 ? A. 
case 14 hitters were born to 111 females Kept. 
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The opinions of experts as to what might have caused these failures 
are various. These suggestions among our own staff and the coop- 
erating Cornell staff have been made: 

First, that the loss might have been due to the chicken waste which 
was used, despite the fact that it was known that it did not contain 
any caponette offal ; 

Second, that there was a possibility that since the horse meat used 
in the diet had been kept under refrigeration for a considerable time, 
that rancidity developed in the fat, which might have destroyed a 
considerable amount of vitamins A and E. This was checked by an 
analysis of the material, which seemed to indicate adequate supplies 
of vitamins A and E in the feed. 

An opinion is attributed to Dr. Enders, which he may verify, that 
there is a possibility that there was a choline deficiency in the diet. 

We do not know why we had such miserable results in 1950 at 
Saratoga Springs. 

After diligent search, it was our opinion this was not due to capon- 
ette offal, and, indeed, ho caponette offal was involved. 

Now, I do not know how many cases it is appropriate to cite. I 
think, in summary, that the examination of the kit male that is used— 
our recommendations are very often made to keep a reserve of old 
and tried males for every kit male that is to be tried, in case the kit 
male does not work, so that you will not be caught with a kit which 
will not breed with females. 

I will call attention to this article, for example, taken from the 
American Fur Breeder for March 1948. The article is signed by one 
L. D. Me¢ ‘lintock. It reads as follows: 


The writer has been raising mink for upward of 25 years: and during this 
long interval has never had a ranch-over average, on the basis of all females 
kept over, of anything worth mentioning over three kits per female. Now, the 
vecasion for this short article is the having read with considerable interest and 
enlightenment the excellent articles by Messrs. Ford Wilke and Charles F. 
sassett in the January issue of the American Fur Breeder, and I have par- 
ticular reference in this connection to the details of table 1 My own mink- 
breeding experience very definitely parallels the results set forth in that table 
1; and this not only for the occasional year but year after year. The whole 
picture, as set forth in that table 1, is absolutely typical, and in all its details. 

Recently I happened to meet some mink ranchers from Ontario who were 
in Montreal attending the fur sales. One of these good fellows, a bright-seeming 
lad, almost immediately started to “take me to pieces” on the score of ny having 
once publicly expressed a doubt as to the honesty of any mink rancher who 
claimed to have a consistent per-female litter average of over three. Of course, 
I made as good a “face” at the situation as I could, but soon managed to slink 
off to my room, where I sulked in discomfited ignominy, whatever that amounts 
to. Now. whatever got me down as much as anything was the seeming fact that 
mink ranchers’ wives hold me in particular contempt on the general score of 
my occasional article writing. Oh, is this ever hard to take? In this connec- 
tion, I hope I may be more or less pardoned, when I explain that my main 
reason for playing down generalized high-average claims has a bearing on some 
exaggerated notion the fur trade seems to have developed in recent years, in 
effect, that it is child’s play for a mink rancher to have an average of, at very 
least, 4.5 kits per female kept over; and that, in the matter of average pelt 
prices, “anybody who does not receive at very least an average per pelt price, 
including ‘culls,’ of $20-odd, should be ashamed of himself.’ 

Frankly. I think such silly nonsensical illusions are doing us and our industry 
a great deal of economic harm 

After all. mink ranching must stand or fall on pelt-production economy One 
thing is certain, and that is that while such factors as feeding-and-labor 
— > >= 
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I believe I can find the article referred to which gives the history. 
I don’t see it now and I don’t think it is material. In fact, our average 
over a period of year at Saratoga Springs was normal, being an aver- 
age of over three kits. 

I think I shall conclude and let Mr. Parkhill ask questions at this 
point, and, if he has none, I suggest that Dr. Enders take the stand, 
who can speak further to this point. 

Mr. Parkutty, At some time I would like to ask Dr. Byerly a few 
questions, either now or later. It does not make any difference to me. 

Mr. Jonas. You can do it now. 

Mr. Parxunu.. I gather from the testimony you have just given, 
Dr. Byerly, that if a mink rancher over a period of years had had an 
average of over four kits per female held over, you would consider that 
a good production record. 

Dr. Byerty. From the evidence I have seen in the literature, that 
would be a very good production record; yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkunitt. And would that not negative the suggestion of 
breeding failure being caused by poor management on the part of the 
rancher ¢ 

Dr. Byrrity. Not necessarily. There are instances, of course, of 
disease and contamination, for example. 

Mr. Parkuiyi. I am referring just to the matter of mismanagement. 

Dr. Brerty. Oh, on management alone; yes. 

Mr. Parkuity. Of course, it would be possible to have some disease— 
I presume it could affect an entire herd; is that not true? 

Dr. Byeriy. Yes. 

Mr. Parxuiii. But if there was no disease, as is the case in Mr. 


Kruege rs case. as Show) DY the ey iden eS. We il el minate that q ies 
tion, can Wwe not! 

Dr. Byeriy. I do not wish to hesitate too much, Mr. Parkhill. but 
| do re all evidence W ith respect to d sease that was p! iced 1n the 
record with respect to Mr. Krueger’s 1950 operations. ; 

Mr. P .RK HILL. May | recall to you the st itement 11 h s affidavit. 
and he is referring to the breeding stock in 1950: “None of these mink 
Lany time give ey ence of anv disease.” 

Dr. Brerty. This is Mr. Krueger’s affidavit. It is not based on 

vete s Xx Lit is that correct / 
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Mr. ParkKHU L. Therefore, you would not expect these other causes— 
you eliminate disease and poor management—to suddenly account for 
virtually a total failure on a mink ranch that had theretofore been 
producing successfully on the average four kits per mink held over. 

Dr. Byeriy. | would not eliminate the possibility of infection un- 
beknownst to Mr. Krueger. I would not eliminate other possible 
causes in the diet fed, nor could I finally eliminate, although 1 don’t 
attach much weight to it, the fact that light may have been a factor, 
in thinking about such things. I do not attach much weight to it, 
but light is an influence. 

Mr. PARKHILL. Insofar as the cliet is concerned, the diet having 
been the same that they fed in previous successful years, with the sole 
exception ot repla Ing horsemeat with chicken waste to the extent of 
10 percent of the diet, that would eliminate the question of diet, would 
it not? 

Dr. Byrriy. No, sir. Ingredients vary from time to time. I am 
calling attention to our own miserable results at Saratoga Springs, 
due to the fact that at that time we were using horsemeat which had 
been stored for a considerable period of time, and, while it was horse- 
meat that had been stored, and previously the feed was satisfactory, 
for that reason it was put under suspicion. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Now, I want to ask, if I may, one other short line of 
questions that I overlooked the other day. 

Am I correct in my impression, Dr. Byerly, that your work has to 
do with research as distinguished from marketing / 

Dr. Byeriy. That is correct, with this one exception, that in con- 
nection with our research, as a part of our research, we are concerned 
with the quality of the pelts produced, and in the factors that account 
for the pelt qualify. In other words, we do some research in fur fiber 
technology. 

Mr. Parkuiwty. And what about the matter of poultry? Is it within 
your department to consider matters of marketing in the poultry 
field ¢ 

Dr. Byeriy. No, sir: we do work, again, in the same sense of pro- 
duction tex hnology On the quality ot the producers’ products assocl- 
ated with marketing, but not on the economics. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Now there is in the Department of Agriculture a 
branch or division which has to do with marketing: is there not? 

Dr. Byerty. The Bureau of Agricultural Economics conducts re- 
search on the economics of the market and the Production and Market- 
ing Administration works on various processes and channels of mar- 
keting through distributors, so that there is not only one but at least 
three, in that there is also the Farm Credit Administration. 

Mr. Parkuimy.. And among those various divisions and units there 
is at least one. is there not. which would be concerned with the number 
of caponettes that were being marketed during 1948 and 1949? 

Dr. Byreriy. I know of no reports collected or published, and you 
will understand I am being careful. 1 have knowledge of no reports 
collected and published on the number of caponettes produced. 

Mr. PARKHILL. But is there not somebody in the Department of 
Agriculture who concerns himself with the volume of the different 
types ot poultry that are marketed, in luding these caponettes, as we 
have been calling them ¢ 
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Dr. Byerty. I know of no report which has caponettes listed as a 
separate marketing grade of poultry. The only report with which 
I am familiar is the trade report published in the Poultryman. I 
think I introduced that quotation in evidence on the New York market, 
reporting on that, and in the trade they have a name that they call 
“chemical fryers,” which I assume to be caponettes. 

Mr. Parxur... I was not asking you for a report. I was asking 
if there is a unit in the Department of Agriculture which is interested 
in and knows the number of chickens of the different kinds that are 
marketed. 

Dr. Byeriy. Both the Bureau of Agricultural Economics and the 
Production and Marketing Administration are daily publishing re- 
ports on specific classes and groups, under specific authorization, and 
I know of no report and no authorization covering this specific type 
of poultry. I make that point because it is important. They have 
to have authorization for the data produced. Every item must be 
covered by an authorization. I may be wrong, Mr. Parkhill, but I 
do not know of one covering this particular item. 

Mr. Parkum. But there is somebody, I gather, who is interested 
in the question of the marketing of poultry, and the number marketed, 
without regard to caponettes. 

Dr. Byrerty. Yes. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. And you don’t attempt to speak for that unit of 
the Department, or the Department ? 

Dr. Byeriy. No; I don’t. 

Mr. Parkum.. And you say you do not know what they know, 
obviously. es 

Dr. Byrerty. That is correct. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Now, so far as you know, did you or anyone else 
concerned in the research work of the Department, and particularly 
concerned with the matter of feeding chicken waste, at any time check 
with those other units of the Department of Agriculture to find out 
if they knew what percentage of the poultry being marketed in 1948 
and 1949 were caponettes? Was any such check made by any of the 
men on the research staff, so far as you know / 

Dr. Byrerty. To the best of my knowledge, no such check was made 
before the fall of 1949. It is my impression inquiries were made at 
the end of 1949. 

Mr. Parxuityi. At the time Dr. Enders reported the so-called fail- 
ures. 

Dr. Byreriy. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonas. Would you mind answering a question for me? And 
in order to clarify the reason for this question, I call attention to the 
affidavit of Henry J. Krueger, with which you are no doubt familiar, 
Doctor. 

Dr. Byerty. Yes: I heard it read. 

Mr. Jonas. On page 4 of his affidavit, he alleges that— 

In the 1950 breeding season, of my 335 female minks, only 33 whelped, produc- 
ing a total of 85 kits 

Now, assuming that vou bear those figures in mind, and at the same 
time recall to your mind the figures that you read to me in answer to a 
question that I asked vou the other day, can you tell me the percentage 


difference between what transpired on the Krueger ranch and what 
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the percentage drop-off was in comparison with this instance that you 
cited? Can you figure that out and give me the percentage figure? 

Dr. Byrrty. The difference between 85, from 335, which is 0.25 kit, 
and that is a difference of about 90 percent under the three average. 

Mr. Jonas. And in your illustration of the average production, you 
said it was about what ? 

Dr. Byrrriy. About three. 

Mr. Jonas. In the Krueger specific illustration, the average repro- 
duction was what in previous years? 

Dr. Byerty. Something over four. I forget what it was in previous 
years. 

Mr. Jonas. What was it when it dropped off ? 

Mr. Parkuiw, It was 25 percent kits per female, or a quarter of a 
kit per female. 

Mr. Jonas. I do not think I have that clear in my mind. If you 
tuke the figure that you cited in your reference to reproduction in 
these specific areas that you pointed out and compare them to normal 
reproduction, if you take the number of kits ultimately reproduced, 
what is the percentage difference in the drop-off ? 

Dr. Byrerty. Well, it ranges from zero kits to something over five. 
The average was about three. There were 10 of the 58 got not more 
than 2 kits per female kept over. Over probably 15 years we had an 
average of three for each female. In 1949 I think that the 14 breeders 
amounted to something like 0.3 of a kit, or about a 90-percent drop-off. 

Mr. Jonas. You got a 90-percent drop-off ? 

Dr. Byrriy. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. And what was the percentage range in the Krueger 
minks ? 

Dr. Byeriy. That was approximately the same. 

Mr. Jonas. That is all. 

Mr. Parkui.. You don’t have precise figures for that ? 

Dr. Byrrty. I can dig them out if you want the precise figures. I 
will try to do so; 14 out of 111, but the exact number of kits I will 
have to look up. 

Mr. Jonas All right. We will now have Dr. Enders put on. 


STATEMENT OF DR. ROBERT K. ENDERS, SWARTHMORE COLLEGE, 
IN CHARGE OF PHYSIOLOGY OF REPRODUCTION OF FUR ANI- 


MALS 


Mr. Jonas. Are you Dr. Enders? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes; I am. 

Mr. Jonas. Will you state your full name for the record? 

Dr. Enpers. Robert Kendall Enders. 

Mr. Jonas. I will say for the record this is not a judicial proceeding. 
It is a rather informal matter, and we are pretty liberal in permitting 
witnesses to tell the story in narrative form or any form that they 
propose to follow. So you can go ahead and state your qualifications, 
and, if Mr. Parkhill wants to help you, it is agreeable to me. 

Dr. Ennpers. I have a bachelor’s degree and a Ph. D. at the Uni- 
versity of Michigan in biology. After I had been out for 3 years I 
received a National Research Council fellowship for the study of 
reproduction. There are about 10 of those given a year, and I held 
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mine for 2 years, at the department of embriology, Carnegie Insti- 
tution, Johns Hopkins Medical School. 

I have published works on reproduction in fur animals, and Har- 
vard College published it for me. 

In 1937 I was approached by the Biological Survey in the De- 
partment of Agriculture to undertake a study of the physiology of 
reproduction of fur-bearing animals. 

I secured leave from Swarthmore College and went back to the 
department of embryology and carried on the work there for approxi- 
mately 6 months. At the end of that time it was perfectly clear to 
me that the facilities I had at Swarthmore College were vastly su- 
perior to the ones that we had at Johns Hopkins, largely in the form 
of space and facilities for the proper care of the animals, as well as 
for securing food for the animals, so I moved back to Swarthmore. 

I was working on mink, silver fox, and nutria rats, and during the 
greater part of the time I had with me a Ph. D., a Dr. Ford, now 
assistant dean at Yale, Dr. Bishop. now professor of physiology at 
Massachusetts State, and T. Pearson, with whom I published a good 
deal, who is now at the University of California. 

During the war I was on Government business that had nothing 
to do with the Bureau, and when I came back we continued to work, 
at a greatly reduced rate, because the appropriation did not permit 
any great amount of work to be done. 

Well, now, I have been in this. as you can see, I have been interested 
in the physiology of reproduction since 1924. I have been actively 
working with fur animals since 1937, except for that 214 or 3 years 
when I was out, in the Army. 

I have published, I guess, right now, somewhere between 80 and 100 
scientific articles, of which at least half have to do with the physiology 
of reproduction. 

As far as reports are concerned, I won't bother you with the things 
I belong to. Actually, I think it might be wise to point out that I 
am a consultant of the special Pacific Science Board of the National 
Research Council; I am on the board for the Jackson Hole Research 
Laboratory of the New York Zoological Society; I am on the com- 
mittee for the study of diethylstilbestrol that was appointed by 
Dr. Simms. 

I am professor of zoology, head of the department of zoology, and 
chairman of the division of natural sciences at Swarthmore College. 

Is there anything more you would like to ask? I don’t want to be 
too wordy about this, and I would very much welcome guidance on 
this. 

My connection with the Department of Agriculture is peculiar, to 
say the least. I say it is peculiar, to say the least, because they have 
furnished funds for research and for feeding animals at Swarthmore 
College, at my instigation. We have a general agreement with them. 
We present them with the place to work, with light, heat, et cetera, 
and lately I have been doing this work at various places. 

We have sometimes received pay for it. We receive pay at the rate 
of $2.25 an hour, and it is limited to $1,600 a year, but that is just a 
token payment, as you can understand, because I suppose I probably 
put in more than half of my time on mink. - 

We have bought mink with funds received from the Department 
of Agriculture. We have bought mink with funds provided by 
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Swarthmore College. And we have received mink from private 
sources. 

My relationship with the Department of Agriculture under our 
agreement is that they will publish nothing credited to me without 
our approval, and similarly I will publish nothing which has been 
put out on the mink or related animals without their approval. 

I might say our relationships have been very, very satisfactory, in 
considering the fact that sometimes the viewpoint of a man doing 
research and the administrative requirements of a group are some- 
times somewhat different. 

They, of course, weigh the over-all policies in a way I do not, 
because 1 am interested primarily in mink as research material, 
and that is used entirely for scientific research. It is only fair to 
point out that I spend a great deal of time with the fur farmers, 
and where the fur farmers only pay my bare transportation, and | 
pay subsistence, or they furnish transportation and _ subsistence. 
Hence it can be said in a way I represent the fur people just as much 
as I do the Department of Agriculture. 

Now, that may bea little odd. I think I should make another state- 
ment here to clarify this. 

I do not have any material with me other than I have this one letter 
from the Department of Agriculture. It is what they want. It is 
their contention that the bill you are talking about should not be 
passed. I hada few words also with Dr. Byerly. 

I would like to say, however, that I do not want to go on with my 
testimony unless both sides are willing to concede I am an expert, 
and also if you will concede it only after I have made a statement as an 
expert. 

I think my expert opinion probably is based not solely upon an 
evaluation of my scientific knowledge of the physiology of reproduc- 
tion. At times it is in terms that are not always scientific, but which 
are frequently merely an interpretation that is based upon science 
and experience. 

That type of statement is sometimes hard to back up and hard to 
prove, but it is actually the way we raise most of our children as well 
as most of our farm animals, and I think I am making a very broad 
statement there, and I don’t see why either side ought to make objec- 
tion to my being an expert. 

Mr. Parkuty. | have long conceded that Dr. Enders is an expert, 
and I am very happy to say that in his presence. 

Mr. Jonas. Dr. Enders, you impress me sufficiently to say that I 
know you are an expert. 

Dr. Byerty. I think the record will show my main objective. I 
made the statement several days ago that I knew of no man in the 
United States better qualified as an expert than Dr. Enders. 

Mr. Jonas. We are in accord all around. Proceed, Doctor. 

Dr. Envers. There are just two little things that came up in the 
talking I have done. 

Mr. Kellogg suggested two things, and the first one is: Do I know 
of cases where poultry waste has been fed with success? I have no 
documentary proof of that. I have been on Gessner’s farm. I know 
the people who work there. I know the head man. I have been there 
before the breeding season and after the breeding season. I cannot 
give you the number of his kits, but his production is good, and he has 
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good fur on his animals. He uses a very high percentage of chicken 
waste. He is a very thorough feeder, and the only time he feeds an 
appreciable amount of horsemeat is during the breeding season. 

I have the evidence as to where he gets the heads, and he has stated 
to me and to my knowledge he gets the chicken heads from a commer- 
cial plant that buys only old chickens, so any probability is ruled out 
that he would get heads containing diethylstilbestrol. 

His animals are very healthy, and, on checking the chicken heads, 
they examine them very closely, so that if they see anything that 
looks like a young head or suspicious, it is thrown out. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, if they think there is a possibility of 
stilbestrol in there, it is thrown out. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes; any young animal is thrown out. The firm he 
buys from buys only old hens and roosters. So they buy the cheap 
stuff altogether and if anything comes along that looks like it is dis- 
eased or it is young, these men toss this aside, and the rest goes in. 

Now, I have been on his place during the whelping season and 
shortly after the whelping season, and envy him his production. I 
cannot give you the figures, but he is a very wonderful man. I have 
been up in that area, and there are people who breed who buy breed- 
ing stock from him and they have done very well on it, and then there 
are people who buy feed from him, and I might say that Gessner 
is now selling mixed feed based on poultry waste. 

Mr. Jonas. Where is he located ! 

Dr. Enpers. Mr. Gessner is located up in the Ramapo location on the 
New York-New Jersey line. One of the reasons I went up there was 
that I got a report that Mr. Gessner was having trouble, that he had 
286 females and got only a single kit. 

I examined the poultry waste coming to his farm and he was getting 
poultry that had been treated with diethylstilbestrol. I did not ex- 
amine all the heads, but on the examination I did make, I found two 
treated heads, and so I was satisfied that his losses were due largely 
to that source. So I was confident, fairly confident, that he had only a 
slight amount, only a small amount, of diethlystilbestrol, and it had 
not been fed constantly, because diethylstilbestrol builds up, appar- 
ently. 

Mr. Jonas. Excuse me. What did you say, Doctor, about the pro- 
duction of his animals, that it fell off to what extent. 

Dr. Enpers. One out of two hundred and eighty-six females. 

Mr. Jonas. After they dropped off, you found the trouble was 
caused by his feeding chicken waste containing st ilbestrol ¢ 

Dr. Enprers. No: he had that trouble and he called for me and so 
Iwentupthere. Yousee, I can palpate an animal, just run my fingers 
down the side, and tell you how many embryos she has. We have 
proven it, and I have been confirmed in that by doing an operation. 
We have proven in no case where I have said there were kits there 
were no kits. There are cases where I said there were no kits there 
were kits; but when I say there are, there are. 

I palpated the sides of the animals and I was convinced what 
he had was a very light amount of diethylstilbestrol. That is why 
I was interested in checking on the poultry waste he was getting. : 

Now, this vear I have checked Gessner food, which still has a high 
percentage of poultry waste in it, and it is very interesting tome. In 
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fact, I planned to be up there today, at my own expense, because I am 
so much interested in seeing how this man comes up, and I wanted 
to palpate the testicles of the mink that they have been using, to 
check on their condition. They will permit me to do a laporotomy. 
I ean do a lot of thing like that and it will not interfere with their 
production. You can get production with this stuff under certain 
conditions. 

Now, Dr. Byerly said something about complaints as to the lack 
of production. Ihave a letter here from a friend of mine, Dr. Mason, 
head of the anatomy department at the University of Rochester. I 
discussed some of this material with him. He independently had 
been working on mink and he has done some very interesting things. 

Mink are different from other animals in many different ways, and 
he was convinced that the feeding of what we would call an oxidized 
unsaturated fatty acid; in other words, old meat will bring about a 
failure of reproduction, and a very drastic failure. 

Now, I suspect that is true of horse meat. It is true of every other 
kind of fat, and you will find no natural fat without the fatty acid, 
and the only fat that is different in that respect is Crisco, which 
has been specially treated. So other fats, when they are old, will 
cause a lack of production, according to Dr. Mason’s work, based 
on his experiments. Now, that is a long story, in that Dr. Mason has 
been working on it, tomy knowledge, since 1932. 

Then, there are other causes for the loss in production. There is 
distemper, which will cause it, and then there are cetain viruses which 
we do not know anything about which will cause it. Then, of course, 
it is a notorious fact that veterinarians are not specialists in fur- 
animal diseases and the mink operators are much more dependent 
on their own observations and the experiences of other experienced 
people. 

I can cite many cases in which they had great difficulty in diagnos 
ing a simple disease like distemper. 

I am forced to say I do not believe that any man over a period of 
years who counts his kits and his animals carried over will ever 
average more than four kits per female carried over. ‘That is based 
on the examination of the breeding record of many, many ranchers, 
extending over at least 20 years. And, as you know, the kits that 
count are not those that you whelp, for, after all, the payoff comes 
from the pelt. 

There isa high mortality from various causes, and if you count them 
as animals that you can pelt or sell for breeders, why, I seriously 
doubt if there is any man in the United States who can prove a 
production of better than four kits. 

I say that unqualifiedly, after having examined many, many records. 

For instance, L. D. Trabert’s records go back a long time, and they 
are simply splendid records, and absolutely dependable. Ithink if you 
calculated them as he calculated production, that is, the pelts, you 
would find that he averaged no more than four kits. and he is a very 
skilled husbandman. 

Again, a lot of this trouble is, how are you going to calculate it? 
Some people count them when they are born. Will you work with 
that? Some count them at 8 weeks. Some count them when they 
separate them. Some count them when they put them in pelt cages. 
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And some count them when they are on the pelting board. Some 
count them based on the total number of females, and some count 
them on the number of females bred. Some also count them on the 
number whelped. And unless you know which figures they are 
actually, the number of kits does not mean much in the form of kits 
as to the number of kits actually bred. What actually counts is when 
they are on the pelting board. 

That is about ‘all I have to say here, except that I would like to show 
you something. This vial [indicating] is a vial I got when I started 
my interest in diethylstilbestrol November 7, 1946. I have done all 
my experimentation and I have furnished material for not less than 
20 other experiments, all out of this vial, and there is almost a third 
of it left. So I would like to show you that it is a rather potent drug. 

I would also like to say that quite apart from the Department of 
Agriculture I will have a forthcoming publication in collaboration 
with Dr. Littrell on the results of 7 use of diethylstilbestrol and 
estrogens on guinea pigs. We have been doing a series of experi- 
ments. I would just like to give you an indication of the amount of 
diethylstilbestrol that it takes. If you take an animal cold, that is, 
a test animal that has never had any of the stuff, you have to give 
it about 150 units. Now, the unit I am talking about is one thirty- 
second of a millionth of an ounce. I am talking in terms of gamma, 
if you want to call it that, or a microgram. If the dose is given sub- 
cutaneously, it is much more effective, and the minimum of 10 gamma 
will bring about a full physiological reaction in the vulva and vagina. 
By the mouth, it takes 50 gamma. 

And I show the vial to you to prove to you that the material is 
extremly potent. That is all I have had since I started these experi- 
ments. 

That is all I have to say, unless there are some questions you wish 
to ask me. 

Mr. Parkhill came to see me at Swarthmore, and I think I answered 
all his questions as readily as I could, and I would be very glad to do 
so here. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you wish to ask any questions at this time, Mr. 
Parkhill ¢ 

Mr. Parkuity. I will defer to Dr. Byerly, and he may ask ques- 
tions first. 

Mr. Jonas. Do you have any questions before Mr. Parkhill ques- 
tions Dr. Enders? 

Dr. Byerry. I will reserve my questions. 

Mr. Jonas. Is that agreeable to you? 

Mr. Parkuirti. Anything is agreeable to me. 

Mr. Jonas. All right. Proceed. 

Mr. ParkuttL. You mentioned the committee for the study of 
diethylstilbestrol. 

Dr. ENpers. Yes; I was appointed by Dr. Simms. 

Mr. Parkuit_. When was that committee appointed / 

Dr. Enprers. The decision was made at a Federal hearing in Chi- 
cago on July 10, I believe. 

Mr. Parkuiy. What year? 

Dr. Enver. 1950. And I would have to look it up to be sure of the 
precise date. 
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Mr. Parkuiy. That is near enough. 

Dr. Enpers. I don’t have it in any chronology as to when I was 
appointed to the committee. 1 

Mr. ParkuiLyi. That is approximately when the committee was 
appointed ¢ 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ParknitL. Now, you referred to Mr. Gessner feeding poultry 
waste successfully. Does he include some chicken waste in the diet 
throughout the year? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir; a very high percentage. 

Mr. Parkuiti. And your experience in that case is that chicken 
waste, in the absence of this drug, does give satisfactory mink produc- 
tion. 

Dr. Envers. He has certainly found it satisfactory, and his neigh- 
bors have certainly O. K.’d it by buying the food product from him. 

Mr. Parkui.i. On the other hand, in the case of Gessner in which 
there was actually a light dose of diethylstilbestrol in the food, that 
did interfere with reproduction ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir; it was my opinion that diethylstilbestrol did 
it, because I saw the stuff there. 

Mr. Jonas. What was that question and answer? 

(The question and answer were read as above recorded. ) 

Dr. Enprrs. That, I suppose, is not scientific, but this is why I say 
one’s experience coupled with the circumstances has to be taken into 
consideration. 

Mr. Jonas. That is an honest conclusion that you came to. 

Dr. ENnvers. Yes, sir; that is my honest conclusion. 

Mr. Parkuiity. You spoke, in the Gessner case, of the young being 
resorbed. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkuitty. Is that indicative of a light dose? 

Dr. ENpers. My thinking is this: That if they had had a heavy 
dose, the males would not have bred; if they had had a lesser dose, the 
females would not have conceived, because of the interference in the 
ovaries. They produced from animals that were taken off the ranch 
before the breeding season; they produced 

So, to me, it just seemed clear that the suspicion very definitely 
pointed toward the fact that there was something there causing the 
trouble, and, as I say, I found two chicken heads in which there was 
diethylstilbestrol. Now, the way this drug works, if vou have a dose 
today and 5 days from now another dose, it would only have to be 
one-fifth of the original dose at the later date to bring it up to the 
same effect. 

Now, you can argue that the human female is given as much as 100 
milligrams in case of a threatened abortion. Well, what does it mean? 
There is apparently no scientific control of it. I went to the hospital 
where much of this work was done, in Boston, and I would say from 
an examination of their records that I believe it is absolutely and 
utterly irrational, the use of the material, and, of course, there is a 
large opinion in the medical field that would support it. 

My only reason for questioning their superior method is that my 
experience has been that apparently a certain specified dosage, which 
we do not. know, will cause the retention of the embryo, so that they 
are not born alive. That may be the action that you are after to 
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prevent chronic abortion in a human, but it interferes with the mink 
to such an extent that the young are not born alive. 

There are other things which interfere with it, in addition to di- 
ethylstilbestrol interfering with it. If you give the animals unoxi- 
dized fatty acid, it will interfere with it. 

I have taken both testes and ovaries from animals, and I have 
examined them carefully. I have sectioned them and stained them, 
and I have examined them under the microscope. I made a com- 
parison with testes and ovaries that I got from the people who had 
trouble on Long Island, where we believed it was diethylstilbestrol, 
but I never saw any of the material fed. My analyses of the testes 
and the ovaries in those first cases where it was believed the trouble 
was caused by diethylstilbestrol led me again to think that the ova- 
ries and testes from the animals received from Gessner and others 
had received doses of diethylstilbestrol. It is a little harder, I believe, 
to come to that conclusion with adults. In the adult it is a little harder 
to tell whether she had diethylstilbestrol in her diet, unless it was in 
her diet in April, May, and June. If it is there, I can tell, because 
she is laying down eggs for the next year. She is laying down eggs 
for the next year, and if she gets diethylstilbestrol she throws out the 
whole thing, and she will be sterile the next year. 

Mr. Parkuii. As you have stated, Doctor, a somewhat larger 
dose of this drug than you have indicated in Gessner’s case, would 
prevent or interfere with ovulation; is that correct? 

Dr. Enpers. A large enough dose, enough to have prevented the 
male from breeding, the testes in the male would not have developed, 
and a dose that would do that would certainly have prevented ovula- 
tion in the female. She would have bred much rapidly than normal, 
but there would have been no ovulation. 

That you have to take on my word, but, to my knowledge, nobody 
has looked at a mink ovary during this season or looked at an ovary 
treated with diethylstilbestrol. 

Mr. Parxuiii. A small, light dose which would not interfere with 
the male working would not interfere with the female? 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkuiiy. And if you still get a lighter dose, the males will 
work, and there will be ovulation, but the young will not be born ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir; we have a check on that. We have a check 
on that, because I started out with this question back in 1946, because 
I found that female ferrets can be induced to breed with diethyl- 
stilbestrol. So that is what started me on mink, and I canta on 
that and published an article on that in the year 1948, which means 
I did the work in 1947. I reported the fact that you can remove the 
ovaries from a mink and then give it diethyistilbestrol and she will 
try to breed. 

It is a very potent thing, diethylstilbestrol, but in all of the cases 
where we have injected it, or fed it, the mink has not produced any 
kits. 

Now, it may have been that bigger doses might have had varying 
results, but the number of animals we have had are limited. Mink 
are very expensive animals. And so what I did was I wrote to a 
number of people, suggesting experiments. I told them that it was 
purely experimental and that they should use only old animals that 
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they had given up as breeders, because, when the drug is injected, it 
causes hair losses. I told them it was a very, very potent drug. 

Mr. Parkxuity. Were the results of those particular experiments to 
which you have referred published any time in printed form / 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir; in April 1948 I published that. 

Mr. Parxuiw. Are you talking about the article on the ovaries— 
the mink that had the ovaries removed ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes; the mink without the ovaries. 

Mr. Parkxuiti. What about the reluctant mink? As I understood 
it, you did some work in cooperation with the ranchers with the drug 
used in small quantities with reluctant mink, in trying to induce 
breeding. 

Dr. Envers. Yes. And the hormone always induces breeding, but 
they never produce; but I am forced to qualify this: Those were ani- 
mals which would not breed naturally, and I would not expect pro- 
duction under any conditions—artificial insemination or any type of 
reproduction—as to those animals. 

Mr. Parkuitt. With particular reference to those experiments, were 
the results of your experiments with reluctant males published ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Parkui.u. In that same article, or last year? 

Dr. Envers. No. I will state it is in a place where practically no- 
body would see it except anatomists, because, after all, I am doing 
this for my scientific reputation, and I publish it for scientists in a 
scientific journal. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Could you give me a reference where it can be 
found ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. It was published in the Anatomical Record and it came 
out in April 1948. I cannot tell you the page number, 

Mr. Parkuiti. Was that article cleared ? 

Dr. Enpvers. That article? I am sorry. This is my fault. That 
article does not go into the fact of nonproduction. It is just a specific 
statement of the way diethylstilbestrol affects the breeding in mink. 
I am sorry. In that article, I did not mention the fact anywhere, 
because it was not pertinent to the particular thing, but it was some- 
thing that I should have added to the article as published, and that is 
that right after the breeding season, for a reason I cannot explain, a 
female becomes refractive, and you cannot insist on her breeding. 
Why, I do not know. 

Mr. Parkuityi. Was this article in 1948 that appeared in the Ana- 
tomical Record, was that one of these articles that cleared with the 
approval of the Department, that you referred to? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, but, again, this was a highly technical, scientific 
thing. 

Mr. Parxuiy.. And written for scientists ? 

Dr. Enpers. Absolutely. 

Mr. Parxuity. Would a scientist reading that article appreciate 
that point in regard to its affecting reproduction ? 

Dr. Enpers. No. 

Mr. PARKHILL. Now, I am talking about the effects of stilbestrol. 
Am I correct that it also has an effect on lactation ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkuiwy. That will prevent lactation? 
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Dr. Envers. Yes, sir; it will prevent lactation, in proper dosages. 
Now, that is another thing that is not being done with mink, but I 

have here some publications that I will show you, if anybody is 
interested in them—from Italy, from South Africa, and various 
places around the world, where they are a little bit freer with their 
experimentation than we are here. That indicates very definitely 
what it does to the mammae glands where there was evidences of 
carcinoma and cystic and scar tissue in mammae glands. 

Mr. Parxuiti. Dr. Enders, if we were to assume a mink rancher 
was feeding a dosage or diet of stilbestrol so as to produce this dam- 
age that you have testified about—— 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parxuiyt. And that some time in February, say the middle of 
February, he stopped—the breeding season, I believe, is in the fore- 
part of March ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Parkuitu. Would the feeding of that drug for a period of say 
2 or 3 or 4 months previous to the middle of February have any effect 
during the subsequent breeding season, in your opinion 4 

Dr. Envers. If there was a rather high level, I would say “Yes.” 
With occasional doses, I would say “No.” 

Mr. Parkuiti. Would it be effective to give a warning to the 
rancher in February ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. Not if he had been getting a heavy dose. 

Mr. Jonas. I think I can clarify something by Dr. Enders. I think 
the record shows after you insert the pellet in the chicken head, it is 
then slaughtered 4 or 6 weeks thereafter. 

Dr. Enpvers. About 6 weeks later, I believe. 

Mr. Jonas. And I think the record also shows that after the chickens 
are slaughtered, about 25 percent of the drug still remains, unab- 
sorbed, in the chicken head; is that right # 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir; it is unabsorbed. 

Mr. Jonas. Assuming you have, on a mink ranch, chicken waste 
which contains 25 percent caponette waste, that is, the carry-over from 
the chicken heads, and it is processed and fed to your breeding mink, 
would that have any effect on reproduction, that 25 percent in the feed 
fed to mink? Would it have any definite effect on their breeding 
later on ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. I would say if the level were as high as 150 gamma. 
I refer to Dr. Roberts’ paper, that mentions 150 micrograms. 

Mr. Jonas. Does 25 percent contain as many as 150 micrograms? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir; that would be 3, and you would have to multi- 
ply it by 1,000. 

Mr. Jonas. That carries with it the amount you specified and a 
great deal more / 

Dr. Envers. Yes, a great deal more. 

Mr. Parkuitt. Do you know of any instance where diethylstil- 
bestrol has been fed to mink—that is to say, caponette waste has been 
included in the diet of mink—and the mink has produced kits 
normally ? 

Dr. Envers. Just one normal kit. No; that isnot normal. I know 
of no such case. Now, remember this w arning. People don’t write 
me until they are in trouble, and so I do not know the good cases. I 
only know the people who are in trouble. 
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Mr. Parxui. At least, you never heard of such a case in your 
research ¢ 

Dr. Envers. No; I haven't. 

Mr. Parkuiin You spoke of this matter of not being able to re- 
produce better than four kits. I am not sure I understand you, but I 
want to make it clear in the record. You are speaking, are you not, 
of four kits per female, not four which are bred. 

Dr. ENpers. Yes, and the kits counted at pelt ing time, because that 
is the payoff. One of the reasons, if I may put it in here, is that I 
know people complain about those dwelling in ivory towers whereas 
they are working with men who are making a living by putting up 
thousands of dollars on their judgment, and it drags down your ivory 
tower; and the one thing I am interested in is the practical side here, 
and that only is the number of kits you can count at pelting time. 

Mr. Parkuintyi. Do you know the approximate number of mink 
ranches in the United States? 

Dr. Enpers. No. 

Mr. Parkuiy. 7,000. 

Dr. Enprers. I have no idea. I am not interested in statistics. I 
know about 2,000,000 mink are produ eda year. That is all—2,000,000 
pelts. That is all I know. 

Mr. Parxui. Incidentally, I was very much interested in this vial 
of diethylstilbestrol. Can you tell us the contents of that vial ¢ 

Dr. E.Npers. ‘Ten grams. 

Mr. Parxuttz. When full, it would hold 10 grams 

Dr. Enpers. Yes a little bit more than 10 grams. 

Mr. Parkumu. And it has about a third left ¢ 

Dr. EnNpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Paruiy. So, in all of your experimentation since 1946, you 
have used perhaps 7 grams? 

Dr. END! RS. Yes, sir. And J have in solution in the laboratory still 
about 1 gram. 

Mr. Parkui.. It is all out of this same vial ? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, it is al! out of this same vial. 

Mr. ParkuiLi. You spoke of some investigations on Long Island in 
1949. You referred, did you not, among others, to Mr. Kirsch and 
Mr. Kjaer ? 

Dr. Envers. Yes, Mr. Kirsch and Mr. Kjaer. 

Mr. Parkuity. I believe it is Frederick Kjaer and Howard Kirsch. 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parxuixy. And I believe that at the time that you visited with 
them there was also a Mr. Millar? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir: it was through him that I contacted them. 

Mr. Parkutty. Dr. Enders, had you at any time previous to visiting 
with those men in any way W arned anyone in the Department ot Ag- 
griculture of the danger from diethylIstilbestrol ? 

Dr. Enprers. No, because what I do is that I send copies of every 
letter that I write to them, and nobody had made inquiry on it. 

Mr. Parkutm.. Am I correct, Dr. Enders, that you had examined 
and dissected mink produced by Mr. Kjaer and Mr. Kirsch / 

Dr. Enprers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkutiu. You examined their ovaries? 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir. 


~ 
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Mr. Parxuim.. After you had done that, in December, you sub- 
mitted an article to the Department of Agriculture for approval ; I 
think the article was entitled “One Aspect of Mink Breeding Prob- 
lems” ? 

Dr. Envers. May I give you the background of that, instead of an- 
swering the question ? “Tt will save time. 

When I became aware of this, I went to the Utica mink show, where 
there were a large number of mink people, and Mr. Fresh, manager of 
the Eastern Fur Farmers Cooperative and a great friend of mine, 
was there, and, like any mink men you come in contact with, I became 
very friendly with him, and we got to discussing this business there, 
and he said to me, “Why don’t you write an artic le for printing in the 
Eastern Fur Farm Cooperative Bulletin, warning the people about 
this, and putting in that you want mink on which to experiment? 
Tell them you want animals that have received this stuff and animals 
that have not received this stuff.” He said that it would be necessary 
for me to get the animals in order to carry on these experiments. 

So I agreed that I would write the article and he would publish 
it. He told me that he could get it printed within 3 days, upon receipt 
of the text. 

Mr. Jonas. What year was this? 

Dr. Enpers. It was in 1949, in the fall. Well, mink people don’t 
always agree. He lost his job as manager at the directors’ meeting 
at the end of the show, and the paper I wrote was not approved by 
the Department. So I just wrote to Mr. Kellogg, “O. K., let us drop 
it; I am just not interested.” 

Mr. Parxui.y. Getting back to the article entitled “One Aspect 
of Mink Breeding Problems,” which is in evidence here as exhibit No. 
25, I believe I am correct, am I not, that you received the original of 
this, dated January 3, 1950, worded to the effect that there was objec- 
tion and in the form submitted it was not approved ¢ 

Dr. Envers. Yes, I think that was it. 

Mr. Parxuity. As a result of that, on the 6th you sent your memor- 
andum urging the necessity of warning the mink ranchers of this 
danger; is that correct ? 

Dr. Enpers. Well, it was one of those days there. 

Mr. Parkxuity. It was following the refusal of the Department to 
= this publication ¢ 

Jr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Parkuiy. That was called to their attention on January 6 
by your office memorandum ? 

Dr. Envers. Yes. I said it was urgent to get this stuff out. 

Mr. Jonas. January 6, 1950? 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir; January 6, 1950? 

Mr. Parxurt. I just wanted to get that chronology on that history. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Parkxutii. Have you ever had occasion, previous to that time, 
to request funds for research in this field of mink genetics that you 
have been testifying about? 

Dr. Envers. From whom ? 

Mr. Parkuiiy. From the Department of Agriculture. 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir; they had been supporting me; they had been 
actually putting up funds which ranged from sometimes as low as 
$1,200 to as high as almost $6,000 for this. 
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Mr. PaRKHILL. These are the funds to which you referred earlier 
in your testimony / 

Dr. ENpers. ae sir. It varies from year to year, depending on 
what we do with it, and what we do with it depends on how much 
we have. 

Mr. Jonas. Who is that money given to? From what sources is it 
allocated ¢ 

Dr. Expvers. The money comes to me. I don’t have the symbols 
of the appropriation but I have a man who takes care of it and looks 
after all the money and I sign where he says, but I read it before I 
sign, but I have to sign, and the biggest amount of money goes for 
his salary, because he is a good mink man. He handles the money, 
mixes the mink feed, and cooperates with me. 

Mr. JONAS. Where does the money come from / 

Dr. Enpers. From the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jonas. A Government appropriation. 

Dr. Enpers. I imagine it is for experimental ap por irom I 
might say that Swathmore College contributes more than the Gov- 
ernment does, but, of course, we are interested in the research. 

Mr. Jonas. After the money is turned over to you, are you obliged 
to make an accounting / 

Dr. Enprers. We spend it as though we were in the Department, 
with vouchers and all that stuff. 

Mr. Jonas. It is all checked back? 

Dr. Envers. Yes; and it goes through the General Accounting Of- 
fice, because sometimes I have my difficulties with them. 

Mr. Jonas. There are complete accounts kept of the original de- 
posits and the disbursements ¢ 

Dr. Envers. Yes, sir; absolutely. 

Mr. Parkuu.. There is one detail I overlooked. You talked about 
Dr. Mason, and you said something about fat causing loss of produc- 
tion. I am not sure I followed you where you referred to rancidity 
of fat. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes; I could call it rancidity. 

Mr. Parxui1. That is in layman’s language. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes: it is possibly more accurate to say it that way. 

Mr. Parkuiy. Unfortunately, it is not too clear to a layman like me. 

Dr. Enpers. I apologize for not making it clear. 

Mr. Parxuitt. I believe that is all I have. 

Mr. Jonas. I think somewhere in your testimony while you were 
being interrogated by Mr. Parkhill you referred to an article of which 
you were the author. What is that exhibit number ¢ 

Mr. Parxuiy. That is exhibit No. 36, which was introduced in 
evidence, entitled “Mink Production in Relation to Stilbestrol,” put 
out by Dr. Enders, assisted by Mr. Merritts. 

Mr. Jonas. And in another there was reference made to the experi- 
mentation carried on by Dr. Enders, where there was a sectioning of 
the ovaries or an examination of the ovaries of the mink. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Parxuiy. And it was disclosed when these were given a micro- 
scopic examination that certain pathological conditions were discoy- 
ered that were abnormal in the animal. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes 
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Mr. Parxuit. In other words, you found some infection or some 
abnormality in the ovaries. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes; an abnormality in the ovaries. 

Mr. Parkuim. Can you tell me whether or not the animal you 
examined was an animal that had been fed on or had used food that 
contained stilbestrol ? 

Dr. Envers. No; that is the weakest part of the whole thing. In 
other words, before I would testify to that I would have to see the 
diethylstilbestrol put in the chicken and I would have to see the chicken 
head ground up and I would have had to follow it to the mink. That 
is science. On the other hand, I have every reason to believe, under 
circumstantial evidence, that is what occurred. 

Mr. Parkutw. To what do you attribute the abnormal condition 
you found in the ovary ? 

Dr. Envers. To the diethylstilbestrol. 

Mr. Parxuiy. You were not there to see it given to the mink, but, 
relying on your experience and education and research, you came to 
a definite conclusion ? 

Dr. Enpvers. Yes. 

Mr. Parkuiti. That this particular disease in the ovaries could 
have been produced from only one source, and that would be diethyl- 
stilbestrol ; is that correct ? 

Dr. Expers. No, I would not say that, but from the experience on a 
large number of farms and with a large number of ovaries, what 
you find in common is the history of feeding chicken heads and finding 
some heads with diethylstilbestrol in them. Here, again, I am not 
speaking as a scientist but an intelligent man who reaches a conclusion 
by the circumstances of the case and reaches the conclusion it was 
diethylstilbestrol ; also the fact that that kind of thing can be produced 
by the injection of diethylstilbestrol into an animal. 

Mr. Parxnuiiy. Let us take the original premise, the one you just 
described here. You concluded, after making your examination, that 
the conditions that you found there, after discarding all other hy- 
potheses, that the soundest approach to determining what caused the 
disease was stilbestrol; is that correct ? 

Dr. Enpens. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Parkuitu. I think I have concluded, Judge. 

Mr. Jonas. I want to ask one more question in following it up: 

You also came to the same state of facts with the same hypothesis, 
we will assume; you also came to a second conclusion—first, you did 
not actually see the drug fed to the animal; that is No. 1 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. But after forming your opinien as to what caused the 
abnormal condition in the ovaries, you also came to a second conclu- 
sion, that you could prove the ones you came to if you took an actual 
live animal and fed it stilbestrol, and you would come to the same 
condition that you found in this animal which you determined both by 
hypothesis and experiment had been diseased by stilbestrol. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, but the trouble is that so many of the times I 
have had to go to the ferret, which is the nearest sim! ilar animal to the 
mink, because of the lack of funds, and I had to use ferret material 
for some of the experimental work. 

Dr. Byrrty. In the first place, with regard to the experience of Mr. 
Pessner, for my information, did he feed chicken waste / 
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Dr. Enppers. Yes, and he mixes as much as 7 tons at a time, so it is an 
awful mess. 

Dr. Byervy. Mr. Ressner’s experience to which you refer occurred 
in the season of 19507 

Dr. Exprers. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Byerty. Do you have experimental evidence that diethylstil 
bestrol causes abortion / 

Dr. Enpers. No. 

Dr. Byerty. You said you thought it did. 

Dr. ENprers. No: that is my opinion. 

Dr. Byrernty. You have no evidence 4 

Dr. Enpers. No. I palpated the animals and there was resorption. 
Of that I am positive. 

Dr. Byerty. Do you have any experimental evidence of resorption ¢ 

Dr. Io NDERS. Yes: because of the fact that when | palpated these 


animals they should \ have produced ‘ week O! weeks before. 
Dr. Byrerty. Were these animals that got fed diethylstilbestrol 
Dr. Enpers. No. These are testers. Those animals we could only 
assume, because I saw heads with diethvlstilbestrol an ony the heads 
that he had bough from the same plan ce from which he was gett Oo his 


material regularly. 
Dr. Byrerty. As a scientist, for publi 
nal, would you write a papel and present this as evidence ¢ 
Dr. Expers. I would certainly do it as circumstantial evidence 
Dr. Byerty. Would you expect the editor to accept the paper 
Dr. Enpers. It depends on the journal; it very definitely depends 
on the jour! al. For a journal to the veterinarian people and stock 
feeders, yes. I would not write a paper like that for the Anatomical 


ation in a good scientific jour- 


Journal or the Journal of Loology. 

Dr. Byreriy. If - were an editor, you would not accept such a 
paper ¢ 

Dr. Expers. Not for those papers, but I would for a livestock 
journal. 

Dr. Byerty. Why do vou differentiate ? 

Dr. Enpers. Because of the fact that we have to take a great deal 
on hearsay, and a great deal on circumstantial ey idence, or vou will 
not get an animal produced any more. I would like to have the stock 
breeders know that Tiere =~ ho sex relation bet ween copulation and 
parturition proven by experiments, although everybody and the man 
on the street knows it. It has been proven by nonscientists. but it has 
not been proven strictly by men who go through just strict sterilized 
science. What I am for is the usefulness of science. Here I am an 
academic man talkine about practical things more so than a practical 
man talking about those things, but you can just sterilize it with 
science. IT have no desire to wait until everything you do is absolutely 
proven by scientific laboratory tests. : 

Dr. Byrerry. Tonly wish to develop the facts. This is your opinion, 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Dr. BYERLY. It is not based on laboratory experiments. 

Dr. Enpers. I will gladly admit it is opinion. 

Dr. Byerty. What is your personal opinion, and I am referrn o to 
our own 1950 breedi ow TA lure at Saratoga Springs, N. z. At that 


= 
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time you said that you believed that the failure was due to a choline 
deficiency. What is your present opinion / 

Dr. ENprers. My present opinion is that there was a high percentage 
of old fat, either that or choline deficiency. I am not certain whether 
it was a choline deficiency or whether the fat was too old. 

At the time I examined them I performed a laparotomy to get at 
the facts, and at that time I could tell very definitely there was a 
drastic change taking place in the physiology and, knowing they were 
very fat, it looked like choline deficiency. Now, I would not publish 
it. Since then my opinion, of course, convinced me that the fat was 
too old, far too old, and I would say that it was either one or the 
other. 

Dr. Byrrity. Did these Saratoga females retain and resorb their 
young’ And was that due to fat rancidity / 

Dr. Enprers. Yes; there is no question. 

Dr. Byrreriy. I am correct, am I not, that the breeding failure at 
Saratoga Springs was comparable to the losses you have been talking 
about 4 

Dr. Enprers. From our viewpoint, even worse, as I get no animals 
to experiment on if they are not born. 

Dr. Byrerity. You have stated, I believe, that diethylstilbestrol 
brings about receptivity but it does not bring about vulvar swelling, 
and I think you stated with respect to these animals that had allegedly 
received caponette offal that they did not breed. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Dr. Byerty. And you have stated in your opinion any considerable 
amount of diethylstilbestrol would interfere with the ovulation of 
the female. Then where does the vulvar swelling come from / 

Dr. Enpers. Do you have 10 minutes? I have looked on lots and 
lots of animals. and I have given seminars in many institutions on 
this, and nobody can check on it. 

What happens to the female mink? When she comes into heat 
she comes into heat because of the length of the day, and I have proof 
of it, definite proof. I know what I am talking about. 

Here you give her this synthetic hormone which induces breeding 
behavior but does not bring about vulvar swelling. It causes two 
things: One is the follicular stimulating hormone which makes the 
follicle around the egg increase in size. There is also an inciting 
hormone, in that ovulation is not spontaneous. When the follicle 
reaches the size under the follicle stimulating hormone with some 
luteumizing hormone, the follicle breaks and the egg is released. She 
needs stimulating copulation. It takes that definite stimulation, 
Again, that stimulation results and the egg drops. I intend to pub- 
lish that in a scientific journal. In most other animals, where the 
egg has developed, the follicle breaks and the egg is shed, the result- 
ing scars developing a corpus luteum. 

When there is estrogen in the blood, in the follicle, that is the only 
time that the female will accept the male. So if you feed her full 
of artificial estrogen, she will breed, but nature does things which the 
synthetic does not do. 

“1 haven't referred to diethylstilbestrol in my testimony as an 
estrogenic hormone, because I don’t believe it is. It is a hormone 
which does a particular type of thing. Now, with the natural estrogen 
the animal will go ahead and fatten these eggs, and with estrogen 
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going through her blood she will breed as long as that estrogen 1s 
there. What happens is that this estrogen makes the vulva swell. 
In the female it swells to about 60 times its normal volume. Normal 
estrogen does it. If you give diethylstilbestrol, it will keep that 
follicle from bursting in some cases, or they will burst in a peculiar 
way, because that follicle is pointed. When she gets estrogen in her 
blood of her own making, that estrogen of her own making supports 
the swelling of the vulva. 


What happens is this: Under the increasing length of days the 
corpus lutem takes over. ‘The eggs descend and are implanted. Then 


she goes off, and, as I told you before, you can give her diethylstil - 
bestrol and she will not come back in breeding. in that the corpus 
lutem is there, which is antagonistic to the hormone. 

don't like to eall ciethylstilbestrol an estrogen, because it does a 
specific thing in mink and does not do like a natural estrogen does. 

Dr. Brerty. Dr. Enders, vou said it was the animal’s own estrogen 
which caused vulvar swelling 

Enpers. Yes. 

Dr. Byeri Ke And Mh an animal which had been recelving diethy|- 
stilbestrol and showed breeding behavior, there must have been ovu- 
lation and suf] cient fun tional labor to supply considerable of its own 
estrogen to produce vulvar swelling; is that correct ‘ 

Dr. Expers. Yes; it is absolutely correct. 

Dr. Byreriy. Then the administration of this alleged caponette 
offal did not prevent the action of the follicular stimulating hormone 
to bring about erowth of the ovary. 

Dr. Enpers. Not in the report that was given. 

Dr. Byreruy. Then if the diethylstilbestrol has been withdrawn, 
how long would it have taken to vet it out of the system so that you 
would have had minks that would reproduce normally ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. They would not do it during that breeding season, 
not at all. 

Dr. Byrerty. Do you have evidence to that effect or is that your 
opinion ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. I do not know quite what you want in evidence. 

Dr. Byrerty. Have you given diethylstilbestrol to mink prior to 
the breeding season, then withdrawn it, and found no breeding? 

Dr. ENDE RS. No. 

Dr. Byrerty. Then you have no evidence. 

Dr. Envers. But I would not do it in my heart. 

Dr. Byerty. That is your opinion, likewise. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, that is my opinion. 

Dr. Byrerty. Likewise, your opinion with regard to diethylstilbest rol 
is an opinion. 

Dr. Enpers. No, sir. 

Dr. Byrrty. I read into the record a statement by Emmons and 
Parks. Is that an opinion ? 

Dr. Envers. Yes. That is the statement published in the Endocrin 
ology Magazine, 1945-46. Yes, Iam quite familiar with the statement 
which the “y made. 

Dr. BYERLY. It was not qualitative. 

Dr. Enpers. I don’t believe them. 

Dr. Byrerty. But they did make a statement. 
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Dr. Enpers. Well, they are eminent scientists. I carried on work 
with one animal, and that statement is confined to the ferret, and, 
as I say, the ferret is closest to the mink of all the animals I know. 

Dr. Byrerry. Again, I am not questioning your opinion. You are 
entitled to have an opinion. 

Mr. Jonas. I am trying to determine now in my own mind this 
question. You talk about opinion and you also talk about experi- 
ments and you talk about facts. That is. between scientists those three 
elements must be taken into consideration. 

Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. How do you arrive at any definite conclusion in any 
rene arch uw less you largely confine the re sults of your experimentation 
to hypothetical opinions from the reactions you get? You will never 
get any sheictnaie facts in your experimentation, but you will largely 
have to rely on the results you vet. 

Dr. ENDERS. Yes, | ut. of course, it is not an opinion, because they 
n be duplicated. E xperime nts can be duplicated, and if they can 


di 
be duplicated, it is science; if they cannot be duplicated, you are 


wrong, and it is not slimes. 

Dr. Byerly and I see this matter different as scientists. 

Mr. Jonas. Perh: 7 = at isa good thing. When two men disagree, 

e determi e one is right or wrong. 

Dr. ENp! RS. We wo + together but we don’t agree, 

Dr. Byerry. There is another point that Dr. Enders has brought 
up, and that is the necessity for publication of results. One man 
in one laboratory finds a result and he publishes it. You know he 
has conducted an adequate experiment with adequate control, and 
that is what he has found. Under those circumstances and in that 
same laboratory he will repeat the results in the laboratory. Then 
the results are published, so that similar scientists in other laboratories 
under other conditions may find the results for themselves. We don’t 
chatlet ve the truth of a man’s statement that he found so and so. but 

f I. in my laboratory, cannot do it, then there may be some explana 
tion ne essary as to v hy the same results were not obt iined. So that 
Isa point of conflict of results before the last « heck is in. 

| think with respect to scientific evidence a1 d facts we will prob 
ably agree, Dr. Ie) ders, that one is obs Sse ‘rvation al d the other 1s evi 
det e developed as the > result of : adequate Col — 

Mr. Jon Ls. | thn k Dr. KE nde rs k nows your lew poin 4 

\s Lrecall, you stated that in your best “ra Aan ‘nt there is no positive 
e\ ile? ce here to establish facts, but there is a very, very pronounced 
presumption that this condition in the mink was brought about by 
feeding this drug. 

Dr. Byerry. That is correct. 

Mr. Jonas. If you eliminate every other feature or factor in the 
picture, you have the presumption where that would lead you on to 
4 COM eon - isn't that as far as you are ever going to get / 

We have vone along, which means that if I walk down the street 
and out in the street there is a man lying, and he is dead—nobody saw 
what happe ed exct pt that there is a wall and there is a boiler inside 
that wall, and it is known that there was an explosion. Nobody saw 
bricks or anything hit this man. We know that 10 or 15 feet away 
from him there was an explosion. Nobody saw anything hit the 
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man. However, there is the presumption that the fellow was killed 
by what happe ned in that building. 

You put me on the right track and I think it is a good idea 

In these scientific experiments, there are so many elements that 
enter into it that you must stand by and watch every recommenda- 
tion which took pl: ice, everything w hich is so minute and so detailed. 
Well, you cannot just do that, but you can take the general picture and 
with all your bac ‘koround you must come to some sort of a conclu- 
sion, even based on a presumption ; isn’t that true ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Dr. Byrriy. In 1946, Dr. Enders conducted experiments with 
diethyls tilbestrol on the assumption that by giving subeutaneous 
administration to fem: om .s he could obtain breeding in mink. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, si 

Mr. Byerty. That was his interest until 1949. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir 

Dr. Byerty. I do not know whether he has abandoned all hope. 
Not everyone has abandoned all hope. I am less conservative than 
Dr. Enders. He says 3 milligrams are adequate to destroy breeding in 
mink. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Dr. Byeriy. Have you tried 30 milligrams? A little bit of strych- 
nine will kill a man and a Jot will not; isn’t that true? 

Dr. Enpers. A small amount of strychnine also is a tonic. So, if 
we are going to cover what we are actually doing now, every mink that 
I am maintaining on a diet with variable diets of stilbestro]-——— 

Mr. Jonas (interposing). This is true. I noticed this in a news- 
paper article. It appeared that in medica] research they have used 
stilbestro] to attempt to determine what effect it might have on 
hepatitis. 

Dr. Enpers. Oh, ves. 

Mr. Jonas. And then they used stilbestrol to determine what effect 
it may have on abortions in women. They have used it for a half a 
dozen things. They did discover in all those researches it did not do 
the things like it was said, like in hepatitis. 

Dr. Enpers. Or abortion. That is ruled out. 

Mr. Jonas. You had a different position originally, Doctor, in that 
you were trying to determine whether you could increase the breeding 
production of animals, and you just came to the opposite conclusion. 

Dr. Envers. I certainly did. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, the conclusion you arrived at was 
instead of it increasing production it retarded or prevented it. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. And the truth is all we are trying to get at here. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes, sit 

Dr. Byrriy. That is the opinion I expressed 100 percent. 

Mr. Jonas. There is another point which is a matter of opinion. 
You stated that in the poultry waste 25 percent might have been 
caponette heads. That is a maximum estimate? 

Dr. Enpers. That is right. 

Mr. Jonas. As I recall the evidence, in the Krueger case it was 
stated that the poultry were implanted at 5 weeks of age, and they 
were killed at an age of 13 weeks. . 
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Is that vour recollection, Mr. Parkhill ? 

Mr. Parkuity. That is my recollection of the statement made by 
Mr. Marlowe. 

Dr. Byrerty. So 8 weeks elapsed from the time of implantation to 
the time of slaughter. 

Mr. Parkuitn. That is what is in Mr. Marlowe's affidavit. 

Dr. Byerty. There is a reasonable assumption as to the amount of 
residue left in the head at the time the chicken is slaughtered. In the 
opinion of poultrymen, 8 weeks is about the maximum of the time 
in which they can get any effect at all, and after that length of time 
the chickens begin to recover their looks and combs grow, and so we 
would suppose the residue in the heads was at a minimum, Mr. Chair- 
man. Let us assume 10 percent. 

If 25 percent of the material fed was caponette offal and two and 
one-half heads per pound were fed, and at 10 percent, the daily dose 
is in the order of 30 micrograms, at the level Mr. Krueger used. I 
have worked this out. It is one-fifth of the dose reported in that 
Roberts case, which is in the record. 

Again, 30 micrograms might produce those results. We don’t 
have the experimental data, but it is only one-fifth of the dose Dr. 
Enders referred to. 

Mr. Parkuiwi. I must challenge the statement by Dr. Byerly just 
now, when he said 25 percent was the maximum, or 3 milligrams. 
Actually, the report of the Department of Agriculture admits there 
may be as much as 5 milligrams left. 

Dr. Byerty. That would be 33 percent, then. 

Mr. Parkuiww. That is correct: that would be one-third. 

Mr. Jonas. In the diseussions and testimony produced, there has 
been shown, and we developed this, that the basic underlying question 
on what we are interested about is food for mink. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr, Jonas. You have mentioned horse meat and chicken offal. You 
have mentioned horse meat which is decayed and aged, and chicken 
offal may be subject to the same conditions. And then we have the 
over-all picture that there is, however, an element in this food picture, 
because of this particular drug injected into the head of the poultry. 

We are talking about different geographical locations. You have 
a number of pens in Illinois and then you have some way over in New 
York. It is something not only that you must take judicial notice 
of, but notice of as a reasonably prudent person, as a person makes 
ordinary observations in daily life; isn’t that true? 

Dr. Byreriy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jonas. Then, we must assume the same kind of food, subject 
to the same atmospheric conditions in either State, the same possible 
food, and subject to the same atmospheric conditions in both New 
York and Illinois. It would be too much of a stretch of the imagina- 
tion to say that the relationship of this product was entirely alike in 
both areas. ' 

Dr. Byrerrty. That. of course. is true. I have no information and. 
insofar as I know. I have no means of informing myself with respect 
to the conditions on the ranches where the claims were made. I 
simply do not know what the foods were and what the conditions 
were. With respect to horse meat, for example, and with respect to 
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other foods, I believe those foods should be kept in refrigerators only 
a certain time. And variations occur in regard to refrigeration 
temperatures. And even if the foods were refrigerated, changes in 
the situation can take place, and they would take place at Hempstead, 
Long Island. as well ; as in Illinois. 

Mr. Jonas. Yes, but if you took one particular ranch and you went 
into it and you studied what was’ being fed, and you first ruled out 
meat, frozen meat, and whatever you had, and you kept ruling things 
out until you finally got this one particular thing, you finally come 
out with the chicken head with the stilbestrol in it. 

But where you have six operators, you cannot keep ruling out every- 
thing, but on each one vol 1 keep on ruling out di fferent foods 1 until 
you find there is one product that was common to all of the diets. 
So how would you meet that situat ion ? You rn ust use common sense 
and determine what people would do under like circumstances; isn’t 
that true? 

Dr. Expers. Why didn’t these people send me ovaries? The other 
peop le did. 

Mr. Jonas. Wh 

Dr. Enpers. The people who are making claims. 

Mr. JON AS. W! nere d d 
‘your experiments ¢ 

Dr. Expers. I went up to Long Island, I went up to Gessner’s place, 
and I went over to Vineland, N. J.. and other places, and other people 


1 1 
sent them to me, or I got them. 


it) 


‘ , 
you vet the ovaries with which you made 


Vir. Jonas These part lar sections that ve iade fro 

als, they did not come from a} V part ‘ular ral ches— 

Dr. Enpers. They came from ranches that were having trouble 
Mr. Jonas. But not from those who filed claims / 

Dr. ENpers. No: I have seen not e of this mater il. 

Dr. Byerrty. Dr. Enders hasn't looked at the bills. but Mr. Genett 


is one of the clain ants. 
Dr. ENDERS. | went p tl ere one time this year at mV own expense, 
Mr. Jonas. Was experimentation tried on those animals? 
Dr. Enpers. No. I said that I suspected their having diethylstil 
bestrol in them. 
Mr. Jonas. You had no animals submitted for resectioning ? 


Dr. Expners. No: I did not know Genetti was in this before. None 
of the I! nois people have I seen. The name Krueger I haven't seen 
Mr. Jonas. Where is Mr. Genetti’s place / 


Dr. ENDERS. ly Pent svly nia. about 114 miles from Sw irthmore. 
He is a good mu k rancher. 

Mr. Jonas. W! did you make research on these animals whose 
ovaries you desc! ‘bed 2 

Dr. Enpers. In 1949. And. of course, I checked a lot since thet 

Mr. Jonas. You prepared the article after going through this 
experiment ¢ 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. Did you incorporate any names? 


Dr. ENDERS. I iec then Bate euve eXampies, |! t not i<e~ 
Genetti was one A lot of people will not buy mink from a farm 
y } } f + is } t i is, —~ ] I 1 te } ‘ t Ii . > \ lo 
not | ( I I i t T\ the 
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Mr. Jonas. But assuming that now you take all the elements that 
could enter into the question of breeding—I am putting it up to you 
as a scientific man—assuming you had all the elements, and then 
you were called upon to rule out the elements which had the lesser 
possibility of bringing about this condition in the mink, which ones 
would you rule out and which would you let remain ? 

Dr. Envers. That is very, very embarrassing. I must pass on the 
ability of these people as expert men. 

Mr. Jonas. Assuming that that is all out, and just from a scientific 
standpoint. You have shown this drug and shown how very, very 
potent it is. 

Dr. Enpers. Yes. 

Mr. Jonas. There is no doubt, from the production of the vial you 
have used for a great deal of time, and it shows there is a great deal 
left in it, which indicates how powerful it is. Then take into con- 
sideration frozen meats and fat. But if you want to help me in the 
situation, in determining what the facts are in the case, 1 would like 
to know, after you rule out different things, what would you retain ¢ 
What would you retain as being the most presumptive evidence in 
bringing about the interference with the production of mink? What 
would you retain / 

Dr. Enpers. I think you get a common denominator for all of 
them, and I am forced to come to that conclusion, on the basis of expe- 
rience, not as a scientist, that it would be something like stilbestrol. 

Mr. Jonas. That is what I wanted to get from you. 

Dr. ENpvers. But I would also like to point out that I am definitely 
opposed to the use of diethylstilbestrol in any form, and I would not 
use any poultry myself for my family that had diethylstilbestrol 
in it. 

Mr. Jonas. That is based on what? 

Dr. Enpers. On my observation of the quality of the fat. You are 
getting cheated, in my humble opinion, because of the quality of the 
fat. And I also think it is too potent a drug. 

Mr. Jonas. In other words, you are getting something different 
from what you expected by interfering with nature. 

Dr. Enpers. ‘That explains some of my prejudices. You have prob- 
ably noticed that I am at sgh ae in favor of the mink farmer and 
the Department of Agriculture, both, and I am very much afraid, and 
I would like to say this, that if you are going to place a handicap on 
the Government scientist so that he can put out something in per fectly 
good faith and later have it come back on his neck, if you are going to 
do that you might as well wipe out all the scientific work of ‘the 
Government. That, to me, as a scientist, is a very disastrous thing, 
and makes me very glad I am an individual person. 

Mr. Jonas. Is there anything more you want to add? 

Dr. Byrerty. There is only one thing, in regard to the time schedule. 
There is the release of August 4, 1950, entitled “Mink Production in 
Relation to Stilbestrol,” which is exhibit No. 36. In that release it 
states: 

Experimental proof that diethylstilbestrol injected into or fed to female mink 
during the breeding season will bring about breeding but will interfere with the 
production of kits has been in existence for 4 years and some of the evidence was 
published in 1947 
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Now, I have a memorandum from Dr. Enders under date of Octo- 
ber 3, 1949—I mean 1950—in which he states: 

In reply to your memorandum of September 25 on stilbestrol in mink produc- 
tion, you are quite right that the earliest published information on the feeding 
of stilbestrol to mink was in 1949. * * 

That was in 1949, it was not clear in the record. 

Going on further, Dr. Enders says: 

In a recently published article on the subject, I did not differentiate between 
the work on feeding and injection: First, because in a popular article it would 
have required too much hedging, and, secondly, because it has been proved that 
the results in injection and feeding of diethylstilbestrol are the same, although 
the dosages may be different. * * * 

Dr. Expvers. Yes; that was in 1949. I would reply that as to such 
a generalized thing, I am very definitely of the opinion that 3 milli- 
grams injected is more thane nough to prevent breeding, and I would 
defend my reputation as a scientist regarding this, that this differen- 
tiation means nothing to the man who is feeding chicken waste to 
mink. 

Dr. Byrxcy. I make that point for the purpose of bringing out the 
time sequence. 

Mr. Jonas. Are all the papers In ev idence ? 

Mr. Parkutyt. Mr. Chairman, you will recall that there was corre- 
spondence discussed which Dr. Byerly consented to furnish me for 
the record, and I would like, if I may, to introduce four exhibits at 
this time. 

Mr. JON AS. There is no objection. These cover correspondence be- 
tween Mr. Douglas Miller, of Huntington Station, Long Lsland, N. Y., 

nd Mr. Charles F. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal Ex- 
periment Station, Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

These may be marked “Exhibits 52, 53, 54, and 55.” 

(The letters above referred to were thereupon marked, respectively, 
“Exhibits Nos. 52, 53, 54. and 55,” were received in evidence, and 
were made a part of the record.) 

Mr. Parxuiiyi. Rather than take the time to read them all in the 
record, some parts of which are not pertinent, I would merely like to 
identify and read small portions thereof. 

The first is a letter dated April 23, 1949, from Dr. Douglas Millar, 
Yankee Breeding Farm, Huntington, N. Y.. to Mr. Charles F. Bassett, 
Director. Unit ed States Fur Animal! Experiment Station, Saratoga 
Springs, N. Y.. in re gard to the feeding of chicken waste. 

The second is a letter dated April 28, 1949, from Mr. Bassett to 
Mr. Millar. in answer to the previous exhibit, in which Mr. Bassett 
gives Mr. Millar some information in regard to the feeding of poultry 
waste and calls attention to breeding failures in 1949. 

Let me correct one statement. Mr. Bassett Says: 

* * * Since last year I have had reports of exceedingly poor production 
from three individuals who used poultry waste as the sole meat source in the 
diet fed their mink ’ 
} 


he is referring 


I interpret thatt pe. s e he says “last year,” that £ 


to 1948. 
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The third exhibit is a letter dated September 20, 1949, from Mr. 
Millar to Mr. Bassett, in which he refers to the letter of April 28, 
but also I would read only a part, which has this to say: 

The chicken waste that I was going to get is now coming through with diethyl- 
stilbestrol. This would require making two mixes daily, one for the pelter, with 
the chicken waste containing the caponizing agent, and the other from our 
regular ingredients. Several very good buys have made it easy to decide what 
to do for the balance of this year. 

I believe that the unfortunate experience that you report about the ranchers 
that used poultry waste was due to it containing this caponizing agent, or else 
they may have had simonella poisoning during the gestation period. 

The fourth exhibit is Mr. Bassett’s answer of September 25, 1949, 
to Mr. Millar, in which he has this to say, among other things: 

The suggested effect of diethylstilbestrol upon possible production in mink 
was something that has never occurred to me. I am going to write a letter to 
Dr. Robert K. Enders, of Swarthmore College, who has cooperated with us 
on many of our reproduction experiments, to find out if he knows anything about 
the possible effect of that product upon reproduction in mink. At any rate, 
you would not want to use poultry waste with this product in it until it was 
definitely established whether the result might be detrimental or not 

These were preliminary to the later correspondence which was 
produced. 

Mr. Jonas. Gentlemen, does this conclude the hearing? 

Mr. Parxute. I have no further evidence to submit on H. R. 846, 
which is a bill for the relief of Henry Krueger. 

Mr. Jonas. Then you have nothing further to offer. 

I want to say that 1 want to compliment all the parties who were 
kind enough to come and testify, including counsel for the mink 
breeders. who is here to represent his chents. I appreciate the 
cooperation you have given the committee, in that you have come here 
from Chicago on this case. 

We appreciate the test iIMmony given by all the witnesses. 

The committee will carefully weigh all the evidence we have re- 
cerved and we will arrive at something which will assist us in reaching 
a verdict based on the facts. It is not merely speculation. 

Mr. Parkuiti. I would be most ungrateful if I did not express 
my appreciation to both Dr. Byerly and Dr. Enders. I am deeply 
grateful. 

Dr. Byrerty. I do not know how to interpret his remark. 

Mr. Jonas. The hearing is concluded. 

{ Thereupon, the hearing was concluded. ) 

(The following was submitted later for the record :) 

BRIEF IN Support oF H. R. 846, For THE ReELieF oF HENRY J. KRUGER 

The United States Court of Claims has no jurisdiction to hear and « onsider, nor 
to grant relief to this claimant 

The Court of Claims is a court of limited jurisdiction, and has only such 
jurisdiction as is conferred upon it by the acts of Congress (Mississippi Valley 
Tron Company Vv. United States, 61 Federal Supplement 347) 

Title 28. section 250, subdivision No. 1, enacted March 3, 1911, and as amended 
June 25, 1948, provides as follows: 

“Claims against United States 

“First. All claims founded upon the Constitution of the United States or any 
law of Congress, upon any regulation of any executive department, upon any 
contract, express or implied, with the Government of the United States, or for 
damages, liquidated or unliquidated, in cases not sounding in tort, in respect 
of which claims the party would be entitled to redress against the United States 
if the United States were suable.” 
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fact that they knew full well the results of such feeding by mink breeders to 
their animals, continued to issue propaganda and information to the fur-bearing 
industry that the feeding of chicken waste was recommended by such Depart- 
ment. The claimant in this proceeding feels that in view of all the circum- 
stances which will be fully developed at the hearing, he has a just claim against 
his sovereign, sounding neither in law nor in equity, but a claim arising because 
of common justice and fair dealing on the part of his Government toward him. 
The Congress of the United States can and does consider claims such as this to 
reimburse its citizens for losses which they incur because of some act or deed 
on the part of the Government or its representatives, and which are not cogniza- 
ble in any court of the United States. The claimant has herein fully set forth 
the statutory reasons why he has not resorted to action at law, and files this 
brief for the purpose assisting the committee in determining the fact that he 
has sought the only remedy open to him in requesting this legislation for his 
relief. 
Respectfully submitted. 
O.LiverR M. Loomis, Attorney for Claimant. 
Bruce ParRKHILL, Attorney for Plaintiff. 


[From the American Fur Breeder, November 1948, p. 40] 
THE COMPARATIVE VALUE OF POULTRY WASTE AND Horse MEAT FoR FeepInG MINK 


(By Charles F. Bassett and Ford Wilke, U. S. Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y.) 


Poultry waste is rapidly assuming a position of importance as a diet ingredient 
in the feeding of ranch-raised mink. Within the past 2 years many mink ranchers 
have begun using it as a substitute for horse meat in their rations. For various 
reasons horse-meat, which has long been the stand-by for ranchers, is becoming 
a scarce and expensive product. The amount of poultry waste available for use 
in mink feed, on the other hand, should increase in amount in the years to come, 
since the amount of poultry marketed in recent years, barring minor fluctuations, 
has increased rather than declined in both numbers and total weight. The total 
weight of heads, feet, and entrails accumulating at a modern poultry dressing 
plant in a single day represents a vast amount of food if it is all utilized. 

This material is comparatively easy to procure in most localities, and is in- 
expensive, often being obtained merely for the labor of hauling, since dressing 
plant operators are generally glad to dispose of it. Furthermore, it is a palatable 
feed for mink. 

Morris (1946)* found that the composition and biological value of a blend of 
poultry viscera, feet, and heads compared favorably with horse meat for feeding 
dogs, and concluded that this product could be fed in the same proportion as 
horse meat when used as a substitute. 

Hartsough (1946)* reported on feeding tests in which poultry waste used as a 
complete and as a 50 percent replacement for horse meat in mink diets main- 
tained the health of the animals and gave production equal to that of the control 
animals. 

Because the poultry waste used in the experiments cited above had been 
cooked, two feeding trials were conducted during the summer and fall of 1947 
to ascertain how raw poultry waste compared in feeding value with horse meat 
for both growing and adult mink. 

The poultry waste used in this experiment was obtained from a local concern, 
and consisted of the heads, feet, and entrails of freshly dressed chickens. The 
gizzard linings and their contents, plus any celluloid or metal leg bands, were 
sorted out and removed prior to grinding. 

During the summer and early fall the poultry waste used consisted largely of 
viscera from broilers and fryers, and consequently did not contain as high a 
percentage of fat as in the late fall and early winter when more old hens, many 
of which were in various stages of the laying cycle, were dressed. 

In one trial, 111 kits were allotted by chance to three groups when they were 
weaned at 49 days of age, and fed the diets given in table 1. Animals were 
confined in individual pens, fed twice daily, and weighed every 2 weeks. 


1Morris, Mark L., Poultry Byproducts for Feeding Pet Animals. North American Vet- 
erinarian, vol. 27, pp. 703-704 (November 1946). 

2 Hartsough, G. R.. Our Present Feeding Problems, National Fur News, vol. 17, No. 7, 
pp. 7, 26 (August 1946). 
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In the second trial, 59 adult mink (52 female, 7 males) were similarly allotted 
and handled, but were weighed every 4 weeks. 


GENERAL HEALTH 


Four kits and three adults died during 
the possible ePXCE ption of one kit. none « 


the progress of these experiments. With 

the animals were lost because of faulty 
nutrition or food poisoning. All animals completing both experiments appeared 
in excellent health 


¢ 
) 
I 


FOOD CONSUMPTION 
Food consumption per kit for the 166-d: y experime! tal per od was 71. 72. and 
76 pounds for lots 1, 2, and 3, respectively, while the adults, during their 156 
days on experiment, consumed 57, 56, and 54 pounds per animal. These differ- 


ences are not significant 


TABLE 1 Diets fed and animals per group in two feeding trials using poultry 


aste as a partial and as acon ple fe subatitute for horse meat 
2 LA 
Por Per Pereent 

Horse meat , 
Chicken wast 7 5 as 
Liver . ; 
Commercial cereal x a” x 
Tomato pomace 9 9 2 
Yeast I 1.9 
Fortified cod liver 4 ‘ ‘ 


Water f x 








It was observed ¢ he experiment it those kits receiving poultry waste 
as a complete substitute for horse meat <3) were gaining weight rapidly, and 
these gains continued until the kits had passed the period of most rapid growth 
(112 days), when, | ng nearly reached their maximum growth capacity, the 
gains began to taper off The horse-meat group and, to a lesser degree, the com 
bined horse meat-poultry waste animals grew more slowly, but the growth con- 
tinued lor 1 res whe he experiment ended there was no significant 
difference nimals of the three groups i er ight Statistical 
treatment of the data (table 2) indicates that the both males and 
females, were significantly heavier at 91 days of age t males and females 


receiving horse mea ind that the lot 3 females at 112 days were significantly 


heavier than those of l 
TABLE 2—Weight gains: Arerag ht of nk kita at 91, 112, and 175 days 


F 
I as Z i 2 1 
' . . » 2 2 44 ; 
. a 2 6 2 
i 
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This is an important point for those who are interested in obtaining good 
growth early in the life of the mink kit. The poultry waste diet gave that early 
growth to a greater degree than did the horse meat or the combination of poultry 
waste and horse meat. 

The average weight gains of the adult mink were 0.34, 0.34, and 0.32 pounds for 
lots 1, 2, and 3, respectively. These gains were not spectacular, nor were the 
differences between groups significant. 


FUR STUDIES 


No attempt was made to grade or place the pelts from the seven animals pelted 
from the adult experiment. Forty-one skins (11, 16, and 14 from lots, 1, 2, 
and 3, respectively) were available for study from the kit experiment. Experts 
from a large New York fur auction company graded these skins, and in their 
opinion pelts from the poultry waste group (lot 3) were significantly poorer than 
those from either of the other lots. The poor showing of the lot 3 group was 
due primarily to the fact that 4 out of the 14 skins were classified as “pullers” 
for the guard hair came out when pulled. Since 10 of the 14 pelts were normal 
in appearance and comparable in every respect to skins from the other two 
groups, it is difficult to see how the diet could have been responsible for these 
four poor pelts. Definite information in this respect, however, must await 
further experimentation and the grading of a greater number of skins from 
animals fed the poultry waste diet. 


PROCESSING THE CHICKEN WASTI 


There is a feeling among veterinarians who have worked with mink, and also 
among mink ranchers, that chicken waste should be thoroughly cooked before 
it is fed to mink so that the danger of losses from various types of food poisoning, 
particularly that resulting from the the presence of Salmonella bacteria, may be 
eliminated. Because of their previous experience with outbreaks of food poison- 
ing, it is felt that these individuals are perhaps in a much better position to 
make recommendations concerning the processing of poultry waste than are the 
writers. Presumably the rancher should exercise his own judgment in deter- 
mining what procedure should be followed. Experiments now in progress should 
help to answer this question more completely in the years to come. The poultry 
waste used in these two feeding trials was not cooked, but it was obtained while 
fresh, promptly ground and frozen, or when time did not permit immediate 
grinding, was frozen first, then thawed, ground and incoporated in the diet. 


SUMMARIZATION 


Preliminary feeding tests with kit and adult mink during the summer and 
fall have indicated that poultry waste consisting primarily of the head, feet, and 
entrails of chickens obtained fresh from local dressing plants can be satis- 
factorily used either as a partial or complete substitute for horse meat. It is 
relatively easy to obtain, and under ordinary circumstances very inexpensive. 

Its use in the diet of the young mink will result in good food consumption be- 
cause of its palatability. It has proved to be an excellent diet ingredient in 
stepping up the growth rate of kits from 49 to 112 days. When judged by fur 
experts in New York City, the pelts, with the exception of four undesirables 
which were graded as “pullers,” were as desirable as those produced on diets 
in which horse meat alone was used. 

In the diet of adult mink chicken waste proved to be fully as satisfactory as 
horse meat 

We believe it is advisable to exercise great care in the handling of poultry 
waste. In order to avoid possible losses from food poisoning, this material should 
be procured while fresh, immediate ly Dp ‘ocessed, properly refrigerated, and thawed 
just prior to its use 
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From the National Fur News, July 1949, p. 10 
FEEDING TURKEY HEADS TO MINK 


(By John R. Gorham, D. V. M., M. S., Fur Animal Research Laboratory, U. 8. 
Bureau of Animal Industry, in cooperation with the State College of Wash- 
ington, Pullman, Wash.) 


What happens to a dog when a child playfully puts a rubber band around its 
tongue is what may happen to a mink when you are feeding ground turkey heads 

Mink ranchers living in areas where turkeys are raised commercially have 
been able to obtain turkey heads as a substitute for part of the meat portion 
of the ration. When the heads are ground the trachea (windpipe) is cut into 
many small sections or rings by the grinder plates It is not uncommon for one 
of these rings to encircle and lodge around a mink’s tongue 


r own by the affected mink are usually characteristic The 





e symptoms sh 


mink appear hungry, yet they refuse to eat Later, saliva collects at the corners 
of the mouth and the mink scratch at their mouths with their paws. When the 
mouth is opened the tongue is swollen and red to reddish black in color; the 
color is dependent upon the length of time the ring has encircled the tongue The 
only satisfactory treatment is to take a pair of blunt-pointed scissors and snip 
off the sectior If the piece of trachea is not removed the animal will soon die 
Changing the size of the grindet plates may prevent the occurrence of the rings 
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ECONOMIES FROM THE ELIMINATION OF VITAMIN SUPPLEMENTS 


The importance of vitamins in the diet fed to growing mink is a subject that 
is always of interest to mink ranchers everywhere. You have read much about 
vitamins in articles and advertisements appearing in the trade papers, and you 
perhaps have heard much about the necessity of including certain vitamins in 
the diets fed to other species of livestock. Because you strive to produce top- 
quality pelts, and because there is little information as yet on the vitamin re- 
quirements of growing mink, you do not wish to take a chance on having your 
mink undernourished, or on having some dietary deficiency develop. So you 
add vitamin and mineral supplements at considerable extra cost, in the hope 
that if the diet fed is deficient in one or both of these factors, these additions 
will remedy that deficiency. 

What are the facts concerning the vitamin requirements of growing kits from 
weaning to pelting? What do adult mink require in vitamin supplementation 
during the summer, fall, and early winter? Three experiments on the require- 
ments of growing mink for vitamins A, C, and D have shown that it is pretty 
hard—yes, well nigh impossible—to devise a diet that does not contain adequate 
quantities of these three vitamins, if use is made of the ingredients that are 
common to most mink rations. 

Mink kits fed a diet purposely planned to be low in vitamins A and C failed 
to develop any deficiency symptoms, even though the same diet fed to growing 
foxes resulted in 63 percent of the animals evidencing vitamin A deficiency 
symptoms. The full details of this experiment can be obtained from the June 
1948 Journal of Nutrition, pages 629 to 638, so they will not be recorded here. 
The diet fed these kits contained 10 percent horse meat, 11.2 percent cookie 
crumbs, 4.7 percent dried yeast, 5.8 percent wheat-germ meal, 5.8 percent rolled 
oats, 5.6 percent bread crumbs, some soybean meal, beef meal, ground limestone, 
skim-milk powder, and 48.6 percent water. 

Would you feed a diet of that type to your mink? Would you include only 
10 percent horse meat and omit liver, tripe, fish, poultry waste, or similar meat 
and visceral products? The answer is obviously “No,” and yet this diet produced 
no observable vitamin A or C deficiencies in our mink kits. How much vitamin 
A and vitamin C does a growing mink need? To my knowledge, no one knows 
that answer yet, but quite obviously the above diet, although purposely planned 
to be low in these two vitamins, still carried enough to satisfy the requirements 
of growing mink. 

Consider for a moment the diets that mink ranchers the country over are 
feeding. Think of the high percentage of meat and visceral products that are 
included. Think of the vegetables that are fed, particularly tomatoes and car- 
rots, rich sources not only of vitamins A and C but also of carotene, which the 
body converts into vitamin A. Think of the beef and horse livers, as well as the 
Telang livers, that are such abundant sources of vitamin A. Do you think for 
one moment, then, that you need to worry about adding either vitamin A or C 
to the diet you feed your growing mink? 

Bnt you may ask, “How about vitamin D? Isn't that necessary for growing 
kits?” The answer is “Yes, we believe so.” ‘Then wouldn't it be wise to add 
some fortified eod-liver oil to the mink diet in order that we may make sure 
we have ample amounts of vitamin D available for our growing kits?” That 
question may be answered by giving the results of an experiment we conducted 
recently. Thirty-two kits were included in each of four groups, all of which 
received the same basal diet and, in addition, 0, 15, 50, and 200 I. U. of vita- 
min D per day per kilogram of bodyweight. These kits were kept in a building 
shaded artificially in such a manner that no direct sunlight could enter. They 
were weighed once a week, and following the weighing were given their respective 
vitamin D dosages, based on the weight that had just been taken. The resalts 
indicated that those kits receiving no vitamin D were as satisfactory in every 
respect as those given this vitamin at various levels. These results do not mean 
that the growing mink requires no vitamin D. They do mean that the require- 
ment is probably less than the amounts supplied by the basal diet which was 
purposely selected to be low in this vitamin. 

Recent research at the University of Wisconsin by Schaeffer, Whitehair, and 
Elvejhem indicates that mink need relatively large amounts of folic acid, a 
vitamin of the B complex. Liver is a rich source of this vitamin and also con- 
tains other as yet unidentified factors which may or may not be necessary in 
mink nutrition. We feel, therefore, that liver should constitute an important 


ingredient in the mink diet thronghont the year, and should comprise 5 percent 
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ation, and suckling periods, when 


percent. 
it is logical to assume that the vitamin require- 
no greater than those of 


breeding. gest 
increased to 7% 


mink, 




















ments during summer maintenance and fur growth are 
growing kits. Such an assumption would govern any recommendations until 
positive evidence to the contrary is ivailable 
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The fat used in this experiment consisted of kidney and cod suet from beef 
carcasses. Certainly the fat trimmings that are readily available to you at 
little cost from the horses you slaughter and the tripe you buy can be used 
in the mink diet without harm to either the animal or its pelt. 

A word of caution may be in order. In planning any diet, common sense 
must be used in determining the amounts of the various ingredients that should 
be added. On the basis of our present knowledge, it would seem advisable 
to limit the amount of fat in the diet of growing mink to 5 or 10 percent of the 
total weight fed. 

You may wonder why a recommendation of only 5 to 10 percent of added fat 
is made, when mink fed diets containing 30 percent additional fat ate so much 
less feed, weighed as much or more, and produced as satisfactory pelts as those 
receiving no added fat. There are two reasons why, at the present time, we 
do not wish to recommend feeding fat at the 30-percent level. First of all, this 
experiment was conducted with a limited number of animals for 1 year only. 
We feel it should be repeated with a larger number of animals and the results 
verified before recommending the inclusion of such a high percentage of fat. 
Secondly, when large amounts of fat are included in the diet, the protein, 

} 


Vitamin, and mineral content must be stepped up in order to make sure that 


quantities of these nutrients adequate for growth will be available when con 
sideration is given to the reduced food intake. At the present time we are not 
ready to make such recommendations These results indicate, however, the 
desirability of including some fat in the mink ratiot We feel that levels of 
nD told percent can sately be included in diets such us are fed by mink ranchers 
today, and the resultant savings in food (up to 35 percent) will well warrant 


its use 
ECONOMIES FROM A REDUCTION IN PROTEIN CONTENT 


} 


Fur ranchers in general, and those raising mink in particular, for many years 


have followed the practice of feeding their animals diets containing very high 
percentages of meat, fish, and visceral products It is not at all Uncommon even 


today to hear of diets being fed that contain from 65 to SS percent horse meat, 


or horse meat and fisl 


For a number of vears, you may recall, we at the static have declared that 
the preva ling practice ol feeding such high percentage ¢ f meat and meat prod 
ucts Was hot only unnecessary and uneconomical, but at t es ahd under some 
circumstances could be definitely harmful. Articles have appeared from time 
to time in the trade papers during the past 2 years, from some persons high 

the industry, Warning against the inclusion of excessively igh amounts of 
meat in the mink diet Dr. A. H. Kennedy, of Ontario Veterinary College, 
recently published an article on this subject 

Two articles originated at our station within the last 18 months on the protein 
requirements of growing mink. In 1944 we conducted an experiment with 140 
mink kits to determine their protein requirement at three stages of growth. It 
was concluded that a protein level of 9% to 11 percent, on a moist basis (or 
28 to 54 percent on a dry basis) Was optimum for minal crowtl Remember 
that the 9% to 11 percent protein level recommended is on a vist or “as fed” 
basis 

Few of the hundreds of mink ranchers writing us annually feed diets that 
average as low as 12 percent protein content, l many are as high as 15 
percent (moist basis) Since protein is generally the most expensive item in 
the ration, it is ebvious that great savings will result tf we feed) lower levels of 
it to our mink Furthermore, if the protein comes from several different sources, 
instead of from horse meat alone, the quality will, in all likelihood, be higher, 
and the digestibility may be greater 

Perhaps this discussion on protein will be clarified if a specific example is 
used Some time ago a rancher wrote to the station, indicating that he was 
experiencing difficulty th his mink At our request, he submitted his feeding 
formula, Which contained far more protein than we believed necessary We 
suggested a revise formula that net only brought his protein level more il 


line with what e find to be most desirable. but also resuitted 1 considerable 

















savings 


costs: 


- 


\ 
H 
I, 
I g 
| 
| 
} 
( < 
‘ 
<4 
Lian) 
\ 
<Z ~ 
¢ 
n “1 
Tt 
( = 
Now 


Costs 


MINK 


Here 


CLAIMS 


ire the t 


143 


comparative 


t 
s fi 4 
; 
~) DeT it 
Ze) AMD 
2 o I 
‘ I 
e 
presse 
> 
4-1) 
tt 
} 
I ave 
. f k 
h 
il 
+} 
i 
a Tres . 
e 








144 MINK CLAIMS 


One year’s work with growing kits has shown that poultry waste gave a faster 
initial growth than horse meat when these two products each constituted 35 
percent of the diet. Just prior to pelting, there was no significant difference 
between the groups in average weight or in quality of pelt produced. A complete 
report of this experiment, including the safeguards that must be observed in 
feeding the product, was published in the Canadian and American fur-farming 
magazines last summer and fall. 

In addition to poultry waste, tripe and canned fish have been tested as partial 
substitutes for horse meat and have proved satisfactory, as you undoubtedly 
know from your own experience. Lungs, udders, spleens, beef and horse intes- 
tines, gullets, and similar visceral products have not been tested experimentally 
on mink at the station, but the practical feeder knows that they can be used 
at times in small amounts without harm to the mink. 

In the field of desiccated products, mink ranchers have not as yet fully explored 
the possibilities that exist. One experiment conducted in 1942 with 258 weaned 
kits gives some indication of the possibilities that lie ahead in the use of these 
products. Six experimental diets were used. The control group against which 
all the others were checked received 28 pounds of horse muscle meat, 10 pounds 
of viscera, and 2 pounds of blood in each 100 pounds of the mixture as it was 
fed. All other groups received one-half the amount of these three ingredients 
and, as a replacement for the meat viscera, and blood, received 6 pounds of beef 
meal, 6 pounds of soybean meal, 6 pounds of cottonseed meal, 6 pounds of peanut 
meal, and 6 pounds of corn-gluten meal, respectively. In addition, each diet 
contained 5 percent fresh frozen liver. In all other respects the diets were 
similar. Pelts from the six groups were graded by experts of the fur trade in 
New York City, who stated that the skins from animals receiving the cottonseed 
meal were the best of the six, but that any difference between this group and 
the groups receiving beef meal, soybean meal, and corn-gluten meal was very 
slight. Pelts from animals receiving peanut meal did not have the color found in 
those of the first four groups, but the fur development and fur coverage of all five 
groups were good. 

The control group receiving horse meat, viscera, and blood to the extent of 40 
percent of the diet-produced pelts that were the poorest of all groups tested. 
These pelts, in the words of the experts, “were not nearly as nicely furred as the 
other five groups and contained a high percentage of off-colored pelts.” None 
of the pelts examined, in the opinion of the judges, were overfinished but were 
prime and highly desirable from a commercial standpoint. 

What can the research that I have described this afternoon mean to you? 
Where can you use it in feeding your kits this summer? That will depend a 
great deal on the problems you face, on the food materials that are available 
to you but at present are unused, on your ingenuity and on your imagination. 
You can produce good mink pelts at considerably lower cost than in the past if 
you care and dare to follow some of the suggestions that have been given vou 
this afternoon. 


[From the National Fur News, July 1949, p. 24] 
Horse Mk&AtT SUBSTITUTES FOR GROWING Foxes 


(By Ford Wilke and Charles F. Bassett, Fur Animal Experiment Station, Bureau 
of Animal Industry, Agricultural Research Administration, USDA, Saratoga 
Springs, N. Y.) 


Substitutes for the horse meat used in the feeding of fur animals have been a 
subject of concern to progressive ranchers for many years. Today, when they 
are faced with the almost impossible task of keeping production costs down to 
the level of pelt prices, it is an economy that cannot be ignored. Many of the 
experiments reported from the United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y.. have dealt with the use of various feeds, including beef 
meal, liver meal, soybean meal, peanut meal, linseed meal, and tripe, as replace- 
ments for horse meat. With the exception of the animals fed linseed meal, 
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foxes given these substitute feeds, either singly or as a combination of two or 
more, grew well and produced pelts that were usually superior to those from 

animals that received a control diet containing 40 percent horse meat 
In addition to the desic ated products comprising most of the protein con- 
centrates previously tested, there are several possible sources of fresh protein 
1 local slaughterhouse 


feeds, The most important of these sources is the small 

which ordinarily lacks facilities for utilizing its byproducts From them can be 
obtained blood, udders, tripe, intestines, spleens, and lungs Hatcheries which 
must annually dispose of millions ol nonhatchable eggs furnish another source 


Creameries produce condensed buttermilk, which, although it Is a product in 
good demand, a may be more expensive in some areas than feeds from the 
other soul because it does not 


require refrigeratiol 
| i ly used minor feed 
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TABLE 2.—F 00d consumption and total cost of food per fox from weaning to 
pelting * 


Average 


Ingredient feed cost 





per fox ! 
Pe 
Horse meat $10. 34 
rripe 8. 63 
U dders 7.45 
Lungs 32 8. 08 
Blood 246 0 24 
Fggs 219 $13 
Buttermilk 250) 8.12 


RESULTS 





Food consumption 


Hatchery eggs was the only one of the substitute feeds that was not palatable 


to the foxes. Their acceptance of this feed appeared to vary with its quality. 
When the feed contained a sufficient number of spoiled eggs to have a disagree 
able odor, feed refusal increased In addition to the change brought about 
by 1S days of incubation, a further effect resulted from the long cooking neces- 
sary to coagulate the eggs. This time was usually over 2 hours 


Weight gains 


In a general way, there was a correlation between the weight attained by 
the foxes and the feed consumed Foxes given udders were a notable exception. 
They reached the second heaviest average weight but required next to the 
smallest total amount of feed The growth and maintenance of 1 pound of 


fox to pelting age required 25.8 pounds of the diet with tripe, as contrasted 
with 18.9 pounds of the diet containing udders. Undoubtedly the greater effi- 
ciency of the udders is due to their high fat content, which is 12 percent, whereas 
that of tripe is a poor source of fat, is 2.1 percent 

ripe, udders, lungs, and the control material, horse meat. all gave excellent 
growth, ranking in the order named at 220 days No significant difference 
existed for any comparison between the growth obtained with these diets. The 
growth obtained with condensed buttermilk was satisfactory but not com 


pletely up to the standard of the first division he level of growth attained 
with blood and hatchery eggs was considerably lower and can be considered 
unsatisfactory Most growth comparisons of animals given blood and hateh 





ery eggs with those fed tripe, udders, lungs, or horse meat show that signifi 


cantly poorer growth was obtained with the former two feeds 
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On August 12, six foxes from the lot fed blood were changed to a diet in which 
suttermilk was substituted for blood, and on September 16, five more foxes from 
the same group were changed to a diet in which half the blood was replaced with 
buttermilk. These changes were made in an attempt to test a supplement that 
might improve the growth and dull, rough appearance of these foxes. Growth 
improvement was slight, and the final weights of foxes given the buttermilk as 
a supplement or a substitute were about the same as for the animals given blood 
during the entire experiment 
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Fur quality 

It is reasonable to suppose that the pelts produced by a well-grown, healthy 
animal will be of as good quality as the animal's genetic capacity will allow 
Occasionally examples appear which illustrate that this is not always true 
Foxes of the group given hatchery eggs are one of these examples. They repre 


sent a peculiar combination of poor growth and the finest fur, according to grad 
ings made by a New York fur auction house Pelts were graded on a scale from 
1 to 10 Che higher the number assigned to a pelt, the poorer the pelt in the 
opinion of the graders ‘ 
TABLE 4 Relat e grading and sale price of for pe lis 
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Dear Dr. S oLp: I am sending one mink careass for analysis ou 
probably find bladder stones, as we lost two mil ks in January with that cond 
ion and so far we have not been able to find the cause or a treatment I would 


appreciate any help you can give me to clear up that trouble 
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My real problem is losing mink at the rate of one a month from undetermined 
causes. They appear healthy and contented; then, all of a sudden, droppings 
are dark, soon green and white slime, retching, lost appetite, paralysis, and 
death. Cause unknown. 

This was my approximate feed formula until we had bladder-stone trouble: 


Pounds 
Fresh chicken heads___- PES, SG Ete SI A ER oe, Sa AT eee a 
Fresh ocean fish__- SSE ok 2, 9 ke Peete eet tien + Td 20 
Fresh liver or liver meal____- naa a. DE ee ae 
Purina mink cereal StS eee Se ba aS. 
Alfalfa meal] __----~- SPR - Bie ‘ ee NS NE WEEE Fhies a 
Dried tomatoes___-_~- Seca the et EE tes Dae eC Se 
ORE sincere wi ai : ince aie ees ee alee TENS A 
Steamed bonemeal__- ictal eet eat cpedteas ' li, 


fe. ; ee es — pisbiah cinscicieaiacediah.” databace 
Wheat-germ oil and meal (starting January) _—- 

After we found bladder stones we stopped the bonemeal and decreased the 
alfalfa meal and tomatoes, as the males had occasional bloody urine. 

This year we could not get our males to work at mating time. They would try 
but nothing would happen, and there would be a fight. This happened to adults 
as well as kits. We thought we had them in good condition, not too fat, not too 
thin, but we had to borrow males to breed our 60 females. 

Last summer we had food poisoning due to improper freezing storage. We 
used sulmet solution and had very few losses. Would this have any effect on the 
males at this time? 

I do hope this mink arrives in good condition (dry ice seems to be impossible 
to get here), so you can try to give me a good report so desperately needed. We 
have been in mink business for 2 years and raised a good litter crop of Silverblu 
last year, but these unknown losses are getting us dow! 

Very truly yours, 
FREDERICK KJAER. 

P. S.: I got your name and address from Saratoga Springs when inquiring 
into the use of chicken heads. 

F. K. 


OcToBer 18, 1949. 
Mr. DougLas MILLAR, 
Yankee Breeding Farms, 
Huntington, Long Island, N. Y. 

Dear Mr. Mititar: Sometime ago you wrote to Mr. Charles F. Bassett of 
the United States Fur Animal Experiment Station concerning the use of poultry 
waste that contains diethylstilbesterol. He asked my opinion of its effect on 
reproduction. 

Could we secure from you some ovaries from mink that have been fed this 
material when you pelt? If we know your pelting day or dates, we could come 
up and take the ovaries without putting you to the trouble of collecting the 
material for us. 

Yours very truly, 
Rogert K. Enpers, Agent. 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
NOVEMBER 4, 1949. 
To: Charles E, Kellogg, Fur Farming Investigations, Animal Husbandry Division, 
Bureau of Animal Industry, Beltsville, Md. 
From: Charles F. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal Experiment 
Station, Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 
Subject: Diethylstilbesterol in chicken waste. 


You will perhaps be interested in some remarks that were made by Dr. H. B. 
Walters, a veterinarian and an experienced mink rancher, whe visited the station 
yesterday afternoon. Dr. Walters’ production of mink this past spring was very 
low. He told me he obtained 97 kits from 300 females carried over, and he 
blames the poor production entirely on the chicken waste which he fed, and 
which he believed contained the heads from a large number of broilers that were 
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given diethylstilbesterol tablets injected in the neck. My first impression of 
Dr. Walters’ comments was that he eliminated the poultry waste from his diet 
because he was convinced it was responsible for the poor production he obtained. 
Later, in asking him how he happened to eliminate the poultry waste, he stated 
that the person from whom he obtained it decided to use it to feed hogs; and, 
therefore, it would not be available. 

Dr. Walters stated that a great many of the broilers raised in the north-central 
part of the State in the vicinity of Rochester are treated with diethylstilbesterol, 
in spite of the fact that they are marketed as broilers. The reason for this is that 
less feed is consumed, the bird makes a greater weight, and the profit per bird 
is greater. He cited the instance of one individual who turns out 1,000 broilers 
per month, who figured his profits at 16 cents per bird under the ordinary system 
of poultry management, but these profits were increased to 24 cents per bird 
when each cockerel broiler was injected with the diethylstilbesterol tablet. 
Even though the birds are injected at 8 weeks and sold at 12, it was his opinion 
that broiler raisers felt it was well worth their while to treat the birds. Injection 
is made by a special hypodermic syringe which injects the pellet just under the 
skin in the neck. It was his opinion that there are vast quantities of broilers 
being marketed that are thus treated. I told him of our experience with local 
poultry men who had not even heard of capettes, but he stated that nevertheless 
he believed there were many of them marketed; and in his opinion this was 
perhaps one of the primary causes for poor production among mink fed poultry 
waste, as the main or as the entire source of meat in the diet. 

The poultry waste which Dr. Walters used was obtained for the most part 
from a local dresser, although when supplies ran short it was also procured 
through the Eastern Fur Farmers’ Cooperative, which in turn obtained it from 
one of the larger broiler dressing plants in the Delmarva section. He felt that 
the material obtained from this latter source contained many heads from broilers 
thus treated. 

Dr. Walters has raised mink for many years, and I would consider him a 
practical mink rancher. I do not attempt to vouch for the accuracy of these 
statements, and it may be entirely possible that his thoughts, as given above, are 
based more upon theory than upon actual facts. Nevertheless, he is a good 
personal friend, and I do not think for one moment that anything that was said 
was stated in an attempt to mislead us. Because this question has arisen before, 
and because I thought you might be interested in his opinions, this information 
is being sent on to you, and copies of this memorandum are also being sent to 
Drs. Enders, Loosli, and Siebold. It may possibly be that you will wish to have 
a copy sent on to Dr. Gorham, 

CuarLes F. Bassett. 


Carbon copy to Dr. Enders, Dr. Loosli, and Dr. Siebold. 


ONE ASPECT OF MINK-BREEDING PROBLEMS 
(By Dr. R. K. Enders, Swarthmore College, Swarthmore, Pa.) 


Stilbestrol is a man-made hormone of great potency and usefulness. It can 
be made comparatively cheaply and is freely available because it resulted from 
research in a Government-owned laboratory. It has been used in England, 
where it was developed, and is being used here both experimentally and 
commercially 

Mink ranchers are interested in it for two reasons: (1) It will induce mat- 
ing in these hard-to-breed females, and (2) some chicken waste containing 
stilbestrol is fed to mink. 

Two years ago studies were conducted on induced matings, using diethyl- 
stilbestrol. Last year the material was tested experimentally by many breed- 
ers who used it on animals that remained unmated at the end of the breeding 
season. While not all of the reports have been tabulated, there is overwhelm- 
ing evidence that diethylstilbestrol will induce mating, and, also, that very 
few females produce kits after treatment and breeding. One must bear in 
mind that normal matings at the end of the season are not too productive and 
that stilbestrol was tried on the females that had refused to breed. What 
would have happened if the hormone had been given on or about March 15 
we do not know. Nevertheless, it is quite clear that, while the hormone will 
induce mating even at the end of the season, it is of questionable value because 
the females do not produce kits 
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The second point is of vital interest where chicken waste, derived from cap 
ettes, is fed. Some ranchers, feeding this material, have met with disaster, 
for their mink bred well enough but failed to have kits. At least one rancher 
suffered a 100-percent failure of reproduction and others dropped to produc- 
tion levels of 10 percent. Chicken waste is an important source of food to 
many ranchers, for it is available and comparatively cheap, and it seems destined 
to become more important as horse meat becomes harder to get. However, 
chicken waste from capettes may contain enough residue from the pellet of 
diethylstilbestrol, which is used in suppressing the testis hormone of broil- 
ers, to disturb the reproductive physiology of mink to such an extent as to make 
them sterile, for all practical purposes. If this is the case, chicken waste can 
be used with safety on pelters only. Work on rats indicates that the effect 
of stilbestrol can be overcome by feeding thyroxine. This may be the way 
to feed chicken waste containing stilbestrol without harmful effects 

At Saratoga Springs experimental work on the feeding of chicken waste has 
been in progress for some time. At Swarthmore we have worked on the use 
of hormones in breeding, and lately have been examining ovaries and testes 
of animals fed chicken waste. Now we would like to expand this work so 
we could feed chicken waste containing stilbestrol to one group of animals, 
thyroxine to another, and both stilbestrol and thyroxine to a third group. The 
experiment being conducted at Saratoga will furnish the control group. If 
results are to be obtained this spring, animals must be secured at once and the 
work started. 

More and more ranchers are faced with the problem of securing an adequate 
source of high-protein food at a price they can afford to pay, and chicken waste 
will continue to be available. If ways to feed it at all safely can be found, 
both the mink breeder and the poultryman will benefit. 


{From the American Fur Breeder, May 1950, p. 6] 
THE COMPARATIVE VALUE OF SOME Horse MEAT SUBSTITUTES 


(By Charles F. Bassett and Hugh F. Travis, Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
Bureau of Animal Industry, United States Department of Agriculture, Sara- 
toga Springs, N. Y.) 


Sometime ago a letter was received at the United States Fur Animal Experi 
ment Station from the editor of a fur-farming periodical, who wrote as follows: 

“One of our readers has asked me to publish a chart showing the compara 
tive feeding values of horse-meat substitutes. Our subscriber states, ‘Instead of 
an article with a lot of hard-to-understand calories, vitamins, percentages, et 
we would like to see a simple chart comparing the necessary amounts of the 
substitutes, by weight, as compared to horse meat’.” 

It is inadvisable to tell a rancher that he can replace so many pounds of horse 
meat with so many pounds of some other product without considering the com 
plete individual diet, the age and species of the animals being fed, and the time 
of year when the diet is to be used. In a general way, however, the accompany 
ing chart will give those interested a better idea of the composition and relative 
valne of some of the preducts available for use as horse meat substitutes. 

The primary use of horse meat in the mink diet is to supply protein for body 
growth and repair, for fur growth, and for the production of young. Horse 
neat also supplies a certain amount of energy, minerals, and vitamins. In this 
respect, however, it is not significantly better than some other fresh animal 
products. The protein content of horse meat is about 18 percent. If all the 
protein in 100 pounds of horse meat could be separated out and placed in one 
pile, there would be appreximately 18 pounds of protein in that pile. Most ranch 
ers think that all of this protein can be used by the mink, but this is a false as 
sumption. Some of the protein will be found in tendons and ligaments, some in 
cartilage, some is present in the bone, and some in connective tissue. As a 
consequence, about 214 pounds of the 18 pounds of protein present in the 100 
pounds of horse meat is not digested by the mink 

The accompanying chart shows the total protein content of horse meat and 
of 10 other diet ingredients that could and often do serve as substitutes for that 
product in mink diets. In addition, that portion of the total protein content 
that is digestible is given. It can be seen that there is considerable variation 
among the different products: the digestible protein present in horse meat is 
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of digestible protein present that can actually be used for body building, hair 
growth, and reproduction. Different amounts may be used, depending on the 
source of the protein. For this reason it is hard to say how much of one protein 
can replace another without considering the whole diet fed. Two or more pro- 
teins of relatively low value may complement one another, thus making available 
a combined protein of high value. 

The purpose of this article is to give the mink rancher a comparative value 
of certain horse meat substitutes, to show him that there are other products, 
perhaps more easily available than horse meat, and in all probability more 
economical, that he can satisfactorily use in feeding his mink. 

While there are many questions left unanswered regarding substitutes for 
horse meat, it is hoped the chart will give the mink rancher a more satisfactory 
general picture of some of the products that will be used for feeding mink in ever 
increasing amounts in the years tocome. For more specific information a review 
of numerous articles on the use of meat substitutes, which have appeared in 
the trade papers in the past, is suggested. 





OFFICE MEMORANDUM 
JuNE 13, 1950. 
To: B. T. Simms, Chief, BAI 
From: N. R. Ellis, Animal Husbandry Division, BAI 
Subject : Manuscript on poultry waste in the feeding of mink. 


Attached for your examination and approval is a manuscript by Charles 
F’. Bassett on “The Use and Misuse of Poultry Waste in the Feeding of Ranched 
Mink.” 

Mr. Bassett has explained that he expects to use this material as a talk before 
the Wisconsin Fur Breeders in Milwaukee on June 22. We have examined this 
manuscript and believe it presents the information at hand in good fashion. 

N. R. Exxis. 

Approved : 

S. O. FLADNESs, 
icting Chief of Bureau. 

June 15, 1950. 


THE USE AND MISUSE OF PoULTRY WASTE IN THE FEEDING OF RANCHED MINK 


(A talk given at Wisconsin Fur Breeders Association meeting, June 22, 1950, 
at Milwaukee, Wis., by Charles F. Bassett, Director, United States Fur Animal 
Experiment Station, Bureau of Animal Industry, Saratoga Springs, N. Y.) 


A considerable amount of the research that has been conducted with both 
mink and foxes at the United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, Saratoga 
Springs, N. Y., for the past 15 years has consisted of experiments designed to 
develop suitable substitutes for horse meat in the diets of these two species. 
Various visceral products, such as lungs, udders, tripe, liver, and blood, have 
been among the products tested. Fish, both canned and fresh frozen, has also 
been used. In addition, a number of desiccated products, such as beefmeal, 
fishmeal, soybean meal, corn gluten meal, cottonseed meal, and peanutmeal, 
were tested. 

Some of these latter products have shown great promise when used as a 
partial replacement for horse meat in diets fed adult and growing mink during 
the summer and fall. As a matter of fact, pelts from animals in each of the 
groups receiving the above mentioned desiccated feeds as replacements for half 
of the horse meat were, on the average, superior in every instance to pelts 
from those animals receiving the horse meat but no desiccated products. 

To me, the results of these numerous feeding trials emphasize one very im- 
portant fact to all mink ranchers. While the supply of old horses available 
for use in the diets of both mink and foxes is constantly dwindling and in 
many areas is becoming too scarce and too expensive for general use, still the 
mink rancher need not become unduly alarmed concerning what he is going to 
feed his mink. Research has already uncovered substitutes that in many in- 
stances are superior to and less expensive than some products now in use. 

Furthermore, no one can foresee when some product, now considered as use- 
less, or of little value, may, through research and practical feeding, prove 
to be a highly desirable feed ingredient for the mink diet. An example of this 
is poultry waste. 
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Three or four years ago this product was used only by the small-mink rancher, 
and then not with any great regularity. Today it is being used in greater and 
greater amounts, particularly in the East and Middle West. On some ranches, 
this product constitutes the entire “meat” portion of the diet fed to mink. Its 
continuously increasing popularity is due to two factors: It is easy to obtain 
and relatively inexpensive. 

Its use, however, has brought forth additional problems for the mink-ranching 
industry as a whole. Used under some circumstances at certain seasons of the 
year for feeding mink, the results can be disastrous. Under other conditions and 
circumstances, its use can be most satisfactory. Because of this fact, it seems 
advisable to discuss here the use and misuse of poultry waste. 


PROCURING AND PROCESSING POULTRY WASTE 


“Poultry waste,” as the term is used in this discussion, consists primarily of 
uncooked heads, feet, and entrails of chickens. Individuals who use poultry 
waste should obtain it at intervals from a local or nearby poultry-dressing plant. 
Poultry waste obtained from meat markets is not recommended for use in feeding 
mink for a number of reasons. 

It is assumed that the rancher will be sufficiently interested in the welfare of 
his mink to insure the procuring of material from freshly killed and freshly 
dressed birds. We assume, furthermore, that such material will be refrigerated 
at a sufficiently low temperature to prevent spoilage from the time the bird is 
drawn until the discarded viscera is picked up, and that adequate protection in 
the form of shade and rapid transportation will be provided on the trip to the 
home ranch to insure its arrival at the feedhouse in first-class condition. It is 
desirable, of course, to avoid letting such material stand on a truck in the hot 
sun during the summer, as it deteriorates rapidly. 

In many instances, poultry waste is procured by ranchers through their local 
cooperative. Under such circumstances, the manager of the cooperative must 
assume the responsibility of seeing that the poultry waste is obtained from a 
reputable processor, properly frozen and stored until delivered to the co-op 
members 

After its arrival at the ranch, the poultry waste should be ground at once and 
used in the feed mixture immediately, or frozen and stored for future use. In 
grinding the poultry waste, no attempt is made to remove the intestinal contents, 
since few mink ranchers have the equipment necessary for hashing and washing 
Gizzard linings and their contents, as well as metal or celluloid bands on the 


} 


legs, should be removed prior to grinding, not only to prevent injury to the 
C 


arcasses of diseased or thin-breasted 


mink but to avoid damage to the grinder 
birds should be discarded without question. 


SHOULD POULTRY WASTE BE COOKED 


The object of cooking poultry waste before feeding is to avoid the risk of losses 
due to food-poisoning organisms that may be present in the waste, particularly 
those of the Salmonella group. Most mink ranches and a number of authorities 
in the industry feel that such a practice is advisable. Our results to date, while 
not conclusive, do not support this viewpoint. 

Cooking renders poultry waste less palatable to the mink. Try feeding cooked 
and raw poultry waste to a small number of mink on your ranch for a month 
and see for yourself which group eats their food with the most relish. 

To date we have conducted five experiments feeding poultry waste to a total 
of 334 mink at the station since the summer of 1947. On these experiments a 
total of 25 adults and 3 kits have died. Nine animals that died were sent to the 
Pathological Division of the Bureau of Animal Industry, Washington, D. C., for 
postmortem examinations, and not a single one autopsied to date has shown 
the presence of Salmonella organisms. 

Is it not reasonable to suppose that, if poultry waste is such a dangerously 
infective source of food-poisoning organisms, some trace of these organisms could 
be found in the animals autopsied ? 

Whether or not poultry waste should be cooked is a question that must be de- 
cided by each individual rancher. While the information given above is not 
conclusive until adequate evidence to the contrary is presented, we believe that 
the mink rancher who uses properly refrigerated and properly processed pouitry 
waste from freshly dressed, healthy birds will not find cooking necessary. 

If ranchers are going to be careless about the poultry waste they process, and 
sloppy in the manner in which it’s handled after the chicken is dressed and before 
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the material is fed to the mink, it had better be left out of the diet entirely, for 
much grief can follow the use of this product when it is improperly handled. 





YANKEE BREEDING FARMS, 
Huntington, N. Y., April 23, 1949. 
Mr. CHARLES F. BASssert, 
Director, United States Fur Animal Experiment Station, 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

Deak Mr. BAsserr: Upon receipt of your letter of April 21, 1948, I secured 
one SO-gallon steam-jacket kettle. Before long I expect to get a boiler to furnish 
steam to it. 

Have you had any experience during the last year that might make it advis- 
able to revise the feeding schedule furnished me at that time? 

I saw an article in one of the magazines that created some doubt in my mind 
regarding the quality of the pelt. It used the term “pullers.” 

If you still think it wise, I am going to put my ranch on the schedule that you 
furnished me in your last letter. I may have to make the fish content a little 
greater than you suggested, because chicken waste is net too abundant around 
here. 

The change-over will take place about the Ist of July 

I intend to feed the chicken waste freshly secured without cooking; but, when 
it has to be held over in the refrigerator for 2 days, to cook it 

Carrots are very cheap in this section. Do you think there would be any 
point in including some of them in the diet? If so, should they be cooked for 
best results? 

Have you had any reports from ranchers that used the schedule that you gave 
me? Did the diet affect reproduction? 

Appreciating your assistance, I am. 

Very truly yours, 
DovuGcLias MILLAR 

P. S.—The fish mentioned will be raw whole ocean fish 


D. M. 


APRIL 28, 1049. 
Mr. DoUGLAS MILLAR 
176 Old South Path. Huntinoaton Station. Long Island, N. )y 

Dear Mr. Mittar: I was glad to receive your letter of April 23 and note that 
vou have at last been able to procure a steam-jacketed kettle. This should assist 
you greatly in your ranching operations, particularly as regards the cooking of 
some of the feeds that you will use. 

Most of those who are in a position to know believe it is advisable to cook 
chicken waste in order to prevent Salmonella poisoning, which is generally a 
chronic condition that causes some losses in the mink herd. I do not know 
enough about the situation to intelligently advise you, but it has not been our 
practice here, as a general rule, to cook the poultry waste that we use. We 
have had some losses, but we always have losses, for that matter, and I cannot 
honestly say that there have been any noticeably larger number of animals lost 
when the uncooked poultry waste was used. This, however, is a matter that 
each individual rancher must decide for himself 

There is little in the way of new information on the feeding of poultry waste 
that has been discovered since last I wrote you. Our production was exceedingly 
poor in the spring of 1948, and we did not have kits in the numbers desired for 
experimental use last summer. I still think you can very satisfactorily use poul- 
try waste in the summer and fall feeding of both adult mink and kits; but, as yet, 
we know little if anything about its value during the reproductive cycle. Since 
last vear I have had reports of exceedingly poor production from three individ- 
uals who used poultry waste as the sole meat source in the diet fed their mink. 
One individual, as I recall, had 125-150 breeding females, and from these he 
obtained a total of 20-25 kits last year. It is difficult, of course, to evaluate the 
probable cause of such a condition. He feels certain it is the poultry waste that 
he used. On the other hand, there may have been other factors of which he 
Ss unaware that were responsible for the poor production. My suggestion in 
this respect would be to go easy and use small amounts, making up a diet that 
is safeguarded insofar as possible by the use of other animal and fish products 
und by proper supplementation with cereals and some of the more potent vitamin 
carriers. For this reason, I believe that the diet I suggested in my letter of 
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April 21, 1948, would still be satisfactory to use during the coming summer You 
will find that the fortified cod-liver oil can be omitted; and, if you find it difficult 
to obtain fat, at a reasonable price, I would suggest that this ingredient be elimi- 
nated and that something else be substituted in its place. Any potatoes that are 
used should be of the 1949 crop, unless you can obtain good, solid, firm potatoes 
that have not sprouted as yet. I presume this would be rather difficult in July 
of this year: so perhaps your best bet would be to get along with carrots, a] ples, 
or similar products until the potato season arrives, when I should think it would 


he possible to obtain a considerable number of cull or No. 2 potatoes from the 
Long Island growers 
If | were to revise the diet I suggested last April, it would be as follows 

Per ent 
Poultry waste 17.5 
Horse meat, fish trimmings, lungs, udders ipe, et 17.5 
Liver (fres r fresh frozen) 5. 0 
(+erean “O00 
Fat Ww 


lot: r 1. 0 


You can replace 5 pounds of cereal and 10 pounds of water with 15 pounds 
cooked potatoes or 15 pounds carrots, if you wish I look upon carrots primarily 
as a filler since it is questionable whether there is very much ! uurishment from 
them that the mink uses 

I hi pe this answers the questions 


hearing from you as time goes on and you have an opportunity to try out some 


that you raised I would be interested in 
of the above suggestions 

Very truly yours, 
Crarces F. Basser, Director 


YANKEE BREEDING FARMS 
Huntington, N. Y., September 20, 1949 
Mr. CHARLES F. Basseri 
1) tor. United States Fur Animal Experiment Stat 
Saratoga Springs, N. Y 
Dear Mr. Basser For some time I have been hoping to be able to get away 
for few vs so that I could come up and discuss some of t 


have come up. It looks now that I will have to forego that idea for this year 


ur letter of April 28 was very interesting and I appreciate the attentior 
that 1 have given my questions. You were absolutely right about not being 
le s e the potatoes on July 1 
The chicken waste that I was going to get is now coming through with diethyl- 
stilbestre This would require making two mixes daily One for the pelters 
v icken ste with the caponizing agent and the other fro 
ec <re nts severa ery good buys have made it easy to decide wha 
i e of this year 
I be e unfe inate experience that you report about the rancher 
that used poultry waste was due to it containing this caponizing agent, or else 
they may 02 e had salmonella poisoning during the gestation period 
Here are the good buys that I mentioned Horse meat at 4 cents a pound 
thout bone) Frozen ocean fish 2144 cents a pound. Frozen freshly packed 
bbit with bone in at 2 cents a pound. Potatoes at 50 cents per hundredweight 
Beef suet at 6 cents per pound 


Will you let me know what you think of the following mixture for this time of 


H = -) percel ibb lt) 1 ‘ fis} > IM t Deer stile > ’ 
e! ere 2 nercen itoes 

l ‘ ; IT , ‘ ~ hat t he ‘ ea 4 ntai @ 7 . 7 ent ive ‘ I 
now ti 1 we d efer fresh ver, but the price Ss pre hitive 

I ft he name of the manufacturer of the cere on purpose It i 
eS : f t should know how to make nk cereal, but I believe th 
s sfactor ere ould be mixed on the rane! I good deal less tha y! 

\ is os. 5 
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we pay. Can you furnish me with what you believe are the proper percentages 
of the various items that should be included in a good mink cereal? 

I have in mind using liver meal for most of the year, but will save any liver 
(fresh) that we get for the breeding and whelping seasons. 

The manufacturer of the cereal that we are now using suggests using 32 per- 
cent. The suggestion in your letter of April 28, 1949, about potatoes is where 
1 secured the idea of 15 pounds of cooked potatoes, instead of 5 pounds of cereal. 
Thanks again. 

Do you ever have occasion to come to New York City? If so I would like to 
arrange to meet you and go over some of the things on my mind if you could 
spare the time? 

Appreciating your assistance and looking forward to your reply, I am 

Very truly, 
DouGLAs MILLAR. 


SEPTEMBER 23, 1949. 
Mr. DouGLAs MILLER, 
Yankee Breeding Farms, 
176 Old South Path, Huntington Station, Long Island, N. ¥. 

DeAR Mr. Mitter: Thanks very much for your letter of September 20. 

The suggested effect of diethylstilbesterol upon possible production in mink 
was something that had never occurred to me. I am going to write a letter to 
Dr. Robert K. Enders of Swarthmore College, who has cooperated with us on 
many of our reproduction experiments, to find out if he knows anything about 
the possible effect of such a product upon reproduction in mink. At any rate, 
you would not want to use poultry waste with this product in it until it was 
definitely established whether the results might be detrimental or not. 

At the prices quoted for the different ingredients mentioned, it certainly should 
not be hard for you to evolve an economical ration for your mink and foxes. 
My reaction to the diet that you suggest is that it contains more meat and fish 
than is necessary. However, as you have indicated, this material is relatively 
inexpensive, and I do not know of any ingredients available in adequate quanti- 
ties that you could obtain the year around at more economical prices. The most 
important consideration of all, of course, is the way the mink and foxes eat the 
diet and the production that is obtained from it. It would be my opinion, based 
upon such information as is available to date, that the diet is perfectly satis- 
factory except that it is a little heavy in meat. I would not recommend going 
above the 25 percent cereal level, but again there is a question comes up in this 
respect. With the ration made up of 25 percent horse meat, 10 percent rabbit, 35 
percent fish, 5 percent beef suet, and 25 percent cereal, you have a total 
ingredient content of 95 percent without any cooked potatoes being added. I 
assume that it is going to be necessary to add water to this diet, for our experience 
has indicated that 1 pound of most of the cereal mixtures we have used will take 
up 14% pounds of water. If this is the case with the cereal you use, then it will 
be necessary for you to add 3714 pounds of water to this mixture, which in turn 
would give you 13214 pounds of mixture. If one considers this amount as equal 
to 100 percent, then the total content of meat; fish, and rabbit runs only approx- 
imately 49 percent, which certainly is not out of line. 

In the above calculations I have entirely omitted the potatoes, although I note 
from what you have written that you include some in your diet. 

As you have surmised, I much prefer the use of fresh liver to liver meal. I 
know you find it difficult to obtain fresh or fresh frozen liver at reasonable prices, 
but how about contacting the branch houses of some of the larger packers such 
as Armour, Wilson, Swift, or Cudahy, to see if it would be possible for you to 
obtain Telang livers. Such livers I imagine can be procured for 15 to 18 cents 
a pound in 500-pound lots, and we have recently bought Telang pork livers from 
Swift & Co. for 11 cents. 

I generally get to New York City about once a year the latter part of February 
or in early March in connection with the fur studies made on the previous vear’s 
mink and fox pelts. My stay is never over 2 days, and of course 1 am busy every 
minute in connection with those studies. I would like very much to meet you 
and talk over some of the questions that you have raised, but judging from past 
experience I know it is just not possible to.do it when I am in New York on the 
fur studies trips. 

Very truly yours, 
CHARLES F. Bassett, Director. 
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Wick & Fry LABORATORIES, 
Cumberland, Ind., May 28, 1950. 
TRABERT MINK RANCH, 
Elgin, [ll. 

Dear Mr. TrRABERT: I am enclosing a booklet which I believe will answer most 
of the questions that were asked in your letter of May 16, and as to those it 
doesn’t answer I will do so here. 

1. The cocks will regain their fertility after the effects of the pellet have 
completely worn off ; however, there is a difference in individual birds sometimes 
and they do not lose the effect entirely and in those individuals normal activity 
is not completely regained. 

2. There is definite danger of sterilizing both animals, male and female, if fed 
a large amount of the heads that have been removed from treated birds because, 
though the amount in each head would probably be quite small, the concentrated 
amount in a number of heads could be sufficient to cause at least temporary 
sterility, though they should revert to normal after the effects did wear off 

Sincerely yours, 
W. S. DAVIDSON 
x 





